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CURRENT TOPICS. 


WE UNDERSTAND that the judges of the Court of Appeal are to 
meet on Monday next for the purpose of considering whether 
and how far they shall assist in trying actions in the Queen’s 
Bench Division. There are few appeals remaining to be heard 
in Court No. 2; among them, however, there are two appeals 
from the County Palatine of Lancaster which may take up two 
or —_ days. They are fixed to come on on Thursday next 
week. 











Durine THREE DAyYs of this week Mr. Justice Kexewicu has 
continued the hearing of witness actions, and proposes to do the 
like next week. The list of this learned judge is not over- 
burdened with interlocu business, while fie. Sesihes Ourrry, 
who has a large number of adjourned summonses and further 
considerations, announces that he will hear no more witness 
actions until further notice. 





Tue Supreme Court of Judicature Bill has been read a second 
time in the House of Lords, under a promise from the Lord 
Chancellor that clause 4, which confers on the Lord Chancellor 
extraordinary powers with reference to the officers of the legal 
departments, should be amended before the Bill is carried on 
another stage. The amendments to be introduced include, it is 
understood, the saving of all existing vested interests. There 
are members of the House of Lords, such as Earl Se.nornz, 
Lord Macnacuren, and Lord Hatssury, who, having an inti- 
mate knowledge of the departments concerned, will be able to 
guide the counsels of that august assembly. 





A.tnoven IT seems probable that some of the judges of the 
High Oourt may not sit on Thursday next, there is not, up to 
the time of our going to press, any indication that the day of 
the royal ss will be observed as a general holiday in the 
Royal Courts of Justice; and, upon consideration, there 
appears to be no reason why it should be so observed. No 
great number of the judges or the leading counsel will be con- 
cerned in taking part in the rejoicings, and the crowd to view 
the pois Pane the Royal Courts will assemble to view a 
procession which will pass more than an hour after the courts 
rise. 





In ANSWER to a dent, whose letter is printed else- 
where, we have no hesitation in expressing our decided opinion 
that the jurat to an affidavit sworn with uplifted hand under 
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section 5 of the Oaths Act, 1888, should be in the ordinary 
form—‘‘ Sworn at this day of — a 
before me,” &c., without the addition of any other words indi- 
cating that it was sworn in Scotch form. There would, we 
think, be a decided objection to ‘‘Sworn in Scotch form at 

,»’ &. The oath once taken in either Kaglish or 
Scotch form becomes binding on the person taking it, and 
whether the one or the other fourm is used there is no difference 
whatever in the penalties incurred by false swearing. The 
jurat to an affidavit is the commissioner's attestation that it has 
been properly sworn before him. The form in ordinary use is 
remarkable for its extreme simplicity, and there is an evident 
purpose in the exclusion of all words descriptive of the manner 
of swearing. The commissioner is responsible for the due ad- 
ministration of the oath according to legal form and manner, 
and the court requires of him to state in the jurat the bare fact 
that the deponent was sworn before him, giving time and place, 
and appending his own signature and designation in order that 
the court may know that he is its duly commissioned officer. 
The one word ‘‘ sworn,” standing alone, relieves the court of all 
responsibility as to the method of swearing. It contains the 
commissioner’s assertion that he has done his duty. Any addi- 
tion by way of description would immediately shift some of that 
responsibility on to the shoulders of the court when it came to 
use the affidavit. For example, “‘Sworn on the Pentateuch at,” 
&c., might truly describe the way in which a deponent was 
ow sworn, but before the court could accept an affidavit 
with such a jurat, as having been duly sworn, it would have to 
ascertain whether the deponent was a Jew, because if he were a 
Christian a question might arise as to the validity of the oath. 
So with affidavits sworn to under section 5 of the Oaths Act, 
the use of a descriptive form such as “Sworn with uplifted 
hand,” or ‘“‘ Sworn in Scotch form,” might result in raising some 
technical dispute as to the validity of the oath. The court might 
be called upon to inquire whether the deponent was a “‘ person 
desiring to be sworn with uplifted hand,” because if not the 
section would have no application to him. It seems, therefore, 
clear that the jurat to an affidavit sworn in Scotch form should 
be precisely the same as that in ordinary use for an affidavit 
sworn in English form. We are of course aware that there are 
descriptive jurats in use for illiterate and blind deponents, &c., 
but the prescribed forms in these cases are designed merely to 
record the fact that the contents of the affidavit have been duly 
brought to the knowledge of the deponent. They do not in any 
way describe the mode in which the deponent was sworn. No 
recognized form of jurat does that, for the reason we have stated 
—viz., that the court holds the commissioner solely responsible 
for the due administration of the oath, and is satisfied with his 
simple statement that he has sworn the deponent. 


In movinc the second reading of the Supreme Court of Judi- 
cature Bill Lord Hexscuett is reported to have said that the 
first clause would permit every legitimate appeal upon a ques- 
tion of real importance, but it would prevent the absolute right 
of appeal whether there was any ground for the appeal or not. 
With deference, it hardly seems to us that this accurately 
describes the effect of the measure. All that it does is to place 
a check upon interlocutory appeals and appeals from lower 
courts to the High Court. From orders allowing an extension 
of time for appealing, and from orders of a judge giving uncon- 
ditional leave to defend, no appeal at all is to lie; and from 
interlocutory orders generally, made by a judge, no appeal will 
lie except with the leave of the judge or of a judge of the Court 
of Appeal. As to the cases which ought to be excepted, so as to 
leave the right of appeal unfettered, there has been much dif- 
ference of opinion, but the Bill saves only those where the 
liberty of the subject or the custody of infants is concerned. 
Then, as to matters of practice and procedure, the appeal is to 
be to the High Court, whose decision will be final. | potth 
from inferior courts, on the other hand, will go first to a divi- 
sional court, and then by leave to the Court of A 1, but no 
further. There is thus provided a complete and moot dianeks upon 
— in interlocutory matters and matters originating in 
inferior courts, and, but for the preservation of divisional courts, 
the scheme would apparently be satisfactory. One appeal from 
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a county court judge ‘would answer every p Bet * : 


and it should be to the Court of Appeal direct. 


any ground for the appeal or not.” 
Pauperis) Bill, which has passed the House of Lords, and hag 


prima facie case for appeal. From the remarks which Lord 


that that Bill has some similar provision. In fact, however, 
judgment to make out a primd facie case for appeal, and we do 
not know that there is any necessity for such a measure. 1 
appeal to the Court of Appeal can hardly be interfered with, 
and the House of Lords’ list, at present not a heavy one, will be 
relieved by the weeding out of pauper appeals and the exclusion 
of county court cases. 





London and The London County Council (reported ante, p. 582) is of 
far-reaching importance. 


wards by leave of the court, was 583. 
these appeals upon twenty-five days between the Ist of February 


learned chairman could not during that period have devoted 
more time to this part of his duties, the remainder of his time 


twenty-five rating appeals had been disposed of, leaving 458 
still in the list. Between the 31st of March, 1891, and the 17th © 


appeals, with the result that 571 out of the total of 583 were 
determined. Under these circumstances the parish of St. 


prohibition to prohibit the justices of London from further 
proceeding with the hearing of an appeal by the London — 
Council against the valuation list for that parish on the gro 


enacted by section 42, sub-section (13), of the Valuation (Metro- ~ 
polis) Act, 1869, as follows: ‘“‘ With respect to the times within © 
which proceedings under this Act and the Acts incorporated 
herewi 
(13) The justices may hold the assessment sessions at any time — 
after the Ist of February in the same year, which will enable 
them to determine all appeals (except where a valuation 


March.” It was pointed out by Cuartzs, J., in his judgment” 
that “ unless the 31st of March in each year is to be regarded as ~ 
an absolute limit, an appeal such as that now in question might 
be heard at any time ya a the quinquennial period, and even — 
after its expiration, with the possible result of inflicting grave ~ 
injustice by imposing on the general body of ratepayers of one — 
year the burden of another, a result in direct contravention t © 
the general principle of rating law, that the burdens of each ~ 
year should be borne by the ratepayers in that year, a rinciple Pt 
which forbids a retrospective rate unless specially provided for.” 
Section 43 of the Act before referred to provides that the new © 
valuation list ‘shall come into force at the beginning of the — 
year (commencing on the 6th of April) succeeding that on which — 
it is made, and shall last for five years.’ The extreme incom 





venience of allowing appeals to be heard after the bag of 
the new quinquennial period is sufficiently obvious, and 
aggravated by the point alluded to in the passage above cited. 
from the jndgment of Cuarres, J. On the other hand, there ™ 
the grave difficulty arising out of the impossibility of conclud 








the hearing of the appeals within the prescribed period bet 


matters originating in the High Court no restriction is put upon 7 
the right of appeal, and it seems a mistake to say that the Bill © 
‘“ would prevent the absolute right of appeal whether there wags | 
The Appeals (Formd 4 
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been read a second time in the House of Commons, has, indeed, ~ 
this object, and it enables the Appeal Committee of the House ~ 
of Lords to refuse leave to sue tm formd pauperis if there is no 


Haxssury contributed to the dobate on the Supreme Court of — 
Judicature Bill it would seem that he was under the impression ~ 


there is nothing in the Bill requiring an appellant from a final : 
The — 


Tue pectston of the Divisional Court in Reg. v. The Justices of 


It was stated in an affidavit filed in ~ 
the case that the total number of appeals to the London county © 
sessions from the quinquennial valuation lists for the metropolis 
made in the year 1890 of which notice was given in time (#4, ~ 
before the 14th of January, 1891), or which were entered after- ~ 
The court sat to hear } 


and the 3lst of March, 1891, and it was admitted that the © 


Ree oe 


being fully occupied by the criminal and other business with ~ 
which he has to deal. By the 3ist of March a hundred and © 


of March, 1893, the court sat for 108 days to hear the remaining © 


George’s, Hanover-square, obtained a rule nisi for a writ of © 


aia ais 


that the totals of the rateable and gross values were too low, ~ 
The ground upon which the rule was obtained was that it is © 


are to be done, the following provisions shall have effect : : 


list or valuation is ordered) before the ensuing 3lst of © 
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the ist of February and the 31st of March in years when those 
appeals are very numerous. Had the court sat to hear them 
continuously during that period in 1891 it would have been 
quite impracticable to finish the list. It follows that if sub- 
section (13) of section 42 is to be construed as imperative a 
certain number of appellants must be deprived of their right of 
appeal. The Divisional Court had to decide between these 
difficult alternatives, and they came to the conclusion, upon the 
construction of the statute and upon the balance of convenience, 
that the sub-section is imperative and not merely directory (as 
some of the other sub-sections were held to be in Reg. v. Jngall, 
95 W. R. 57, 2 Q. B. D. 190), and that after the 31st of March 
there was no jurisdiction to hear these appeals. It would be 
difficult to overestimate the gravity of this decision as regards 
both the appeals from the list of 1890 which have been heard 
since the 3lst of March, 1891, and appeals which may be 
entered in future years. 


THAT MUCH-DISCUSSED enactment, section 65 of Michael 
Angelo Taylor’s Act (57 Geo. 3, c. xxix.), has been again 
considered by the High Court, and upon this occasion its right 
to continued existence has been vindicated. The case referred 
to is Wyatt v. Gems (reported in another column), and the part 
of the section which was called in question was that which 
makes it unlawful to “ hang out or expose any meat or offal or 
other matter or thing whatsoever from any house” over any 
part of the pavement, “‘ or over any area or areas of any houses 
or other buildings or premises.” A complaint made by the 
Marylebone Vestry against the respondent, for hanging articles 
of basket-work upon the outside walls of his house in Wimpole- 
street so as to project over his area, was dismissed by the magis- 
trate, upon the ground, amongst others, that the part of the 
section referred to had been impliedly repealed by sections 119 
and 120 of the Metropolis Local Management Act, 1855, which 
give power to vestries and district boards to remove projections 
and obstructions from the fronts of houses. The two enact- 
ments do not on the face of them appear to be inconsistent or 
even to cover quite the same ground, but the view taken by the 
magistrate received some support from two recent cases in 
which the same and another section of Michael Angelo Taylor’s 
Act have been considerably “blown upon.” In Fortescue v. 
The Vestry of St. Matthew, Bethnal Green (1891, 2 Q. B. 170) 
section 72 of that Act was under consideration; that section 
gives power to the paving authorities to remove projections 
from the fronts of houses which are inconvenient to passengers, 
and it was held that that section was impliedly repealed by 
section 119 of the Metropolis Management Act, 1855, which also 
regulates the removal of similar projections, and differs from 
the earlier enactment as to the procedure to be employed and 
the penalty which may be imposed. In the still more recent 
case of Summers v. The Holborn Board of Works (ante, p. 270, 41 
W. R. 445) it was held that the provisions of section 65 of 
Michael Angelo Taylor’s Act as to the removal of costermongers’ 
barrows from carriage-ways or footways are inconsistent with, 
and impliedly repealed by, the Metropolitan Streets Acts, 1867 
and 1868; but here, again, the inconsistency is such that the 
two enactments could hardly stand side by side, the Act of 1868 
forming a kind of charter for the protection of all costermongers 
who carry on their trade according to the police regulations, 
whereas the Act of George III. permits a vestry to sweep away 
coster and barrow without any regard to whether his method of 
carrying on his trade is orderly or the reverse. In Wyatt v. 
Gems there was no such glaring inconsistency. The sections of 
the Act of 1855 do not in terms refer to articles exposed on the 
outside of houses and overhanging the street or area, and the 
earlier enactment seems to be designed to prevent, not only the 
danger to passengers, but the unsightliness caused by tradesmen 
hanging their wares upon the outside of their houses. The 
decision of the magistrate was therefore reversed. Such cases 
emphasize the inconvenience of allowing a number of enact- 
ments dealing with the same subject-matter by more or less 
diverse methods to remain on the Statute Book. Possibly at 
some remote date, when Parliament stuops once more to 
practical legislation, the numberless statutes which deal with 


the management of the metropolis will be carefully revised and | 





formed into a consistent code “for the better government of 
London.” 





AN INTERESTING case as to the liability of a person entrusted 
with the custody of money has been decided by Norru, J., in 
Ke Tidd, Tidd v. Overell, The question usually arises in ‘refer- 
ence to banking accounts, and, as to current accounts, it is 
settled that time runs against the customer from the last deal- 
ing with the account. In Pott v. Clegg (16 M. & W. 321) an 
attempt was made to shew that money deposited with a banker 
in this way was not to be regarded simply as money lent to the 
banker, but as money of which the banker was custodian, so 
that his possession ought to be deemed the possession of the 
customer until an application and refusal, or other denial of the 
right, and Pottocx, C.B., seems to have been inclined to favour 
this opinion. The rest of the court, however, were clear that 
money in the hands of a banker was merely money lent, with 
the superadded obligation that it is to be paid when called for by 
the draft of the customer. Hence time runs against the customer 
from the last payment by the bank or other acknowledg- 
ment of liability. And this view is in accordance with 
the decision of the House of Lords in Foley v. Hill (2 H. L. 
Cas. 28) where Lord Corrennam, C., pointed out that the 
money, when placed with the banker, becomes his to do with 
it as he pleases ; that he is not in a fiduciary position, but simply 
under an obligation to repay the money on demand. But this 
ouly applies to the ordinary case of money placed with a bank on 
current account. When it is placed with the bank on special 
terms, as, for instance, on deposit repayable after a given notice, 
then the customer is protected from the operation of the statute 
until by giving notice the amount has become payable. In the 
present case a sum of money, £300, consisting of two £50 bank 
notes and a cheque for £200, which had just been paid to Cuartes 
Tipp, was handed by him to his brother Gzorce for safe custody. 
It was paid by Gzorcg into his current account at the bank, 
and there kept till his death more than six years after, no pay- 
ment being, in the meantime, made to Caartxzs or acknowledg- 
ment given. Upon Gerorcr’s death Cartes made a claim 
against his executors, and Norra, J., held that it was not barred 
by the statute. Having regard to the bank cases, this seemed 
to him to resemble rather a deposit on special terms than a pay- 
ment into a current account. It may be observed, too, that it 
could hardly be the intention of the parties to render Gzorcz 
liable to an action for the return of the money until an actual 
demand had been made. Hence time would only run from such 
demand, although in the ordinary case of money lent payable on 
demand it is different, and the statute runs from the time of loan 
and not from actual demand: Norton v. Ellam (2 M. & W. 461), 





AN EXAMPLE of a receipt for purchase-money of goods held to 
operate as an assurance, and therefore to be a bill of sale within 
section 4 of the Bills of Sale Act, 1878, is to be found in Ee 
parte Blandford, Re Hood (ante, p. 512), The error in placing 
the words ‘‘ receipts for purchase-money of goods” in the posi- 
tion they occupy in the section, before the words ‘and other 
assurances of personal chattels,” was commented on in Worth 
Central Wagon Co. v. Manchester, Sheffield, and Lincolnshire Rail- 
way Co. (35 W. R. 447, 35 Oh. D. 191). A receipt for purchase- 
money as such is not an assurance at all. If itis more than a 
receipt, it may amount to an assurance ; but then it is a bill of 
sale in virtue of being an assurance, and not in virtue of its 
being a receipt. By “ assurance,” as was pointed out by Bowen, 
L.J., in the case just mentioned, is meant, not an assurance at law 
only, but a document which, either in law or in equity, amounts 
to an assurance. In Ex parte Blandford a sale of goods had been 
made by the sheriff under an execution, and the sheriff gave a 
receipt which, after specifying the amount received and describ- 
ing the goods, contained the words “ which were seized by the 
sheriff of the county of London, . . . and hereby sold, as far 
as he lawfully can or may.” After the sale the goods were left 
for some time in the possession of the debtor; and upon his 
subsequent bankruptcy they were claimed by the trustee, on the 
ground (inter alia) that the receipt was a bill of sale. This, as 
Vavenan Wiiu1iams, J., oo out on the authority of the 
above case, could only because it was an assurance ; 
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but he held that it would be an assurance in equity if it con- 
tained the whole of the contract on which the purchaser 
must rely to enforce his right to the goods. And, as a 
test, he asked whether, in an action ou the contract, the 
purchaser would be allowed to give parol evidence of the con- 
tract in addition to the receipt. He considered that he would 
not, basing his decision on the words “and hereby sold.” The 
inclusion of these words indicated, in his opinion, that the 
receipt was intended to embody the terms of the bargain between 
the parties. Hence he held that the document was a bill of sale, 
and therefore void, and the decision has now been affirmed by 
the Court of Appeal. It may be noticed that the Lord Chan- 
cellor’s Bills of Sale Bill includes under the expression ‘bill of 
sale’? any ‘receipt for purchase-money of goods or other 
aesurance of goods,” and so perpetuates what Bowen, L.J., 
in the North Central Wagon Co.’s case, called the “ confusion of 
thought in the mind of the draftsman who framed the Act of 
1878.” 


Tue questions which are likely to arise as to the ownership of 
the wages and other effects of the poor fellows who went down 
in The Victoria call attention to the somewhat singular provisions 
of the Act passed in 1865 relating to wills of seamen and marines 
of the Royal Navy, including petty and non-commissioned officers. 
Before that Act every seaman, like every officer, of the Royal 
Navy, while on maritime service, could make a will of all his 
personal estate by a mere declaration, in writing or orally, of 
the mode in which he wished such estate to be disposed of after 
his death. Both the Statute of Frauds and the Wills Act 
expressly excepted from their provisions the will of “any 
mariner or seaman, being at sea.’ But, for some reason or 
other, if was considered necessary in 1865 to provide that the 
will of any person serving as a seaman or marine belonging to 
her Majesty’s naval force should not be valid to pass any wages 
or other money payable by the Admiralty, unless it is in writing 
and executed with the formalities required by law in the case of 
other persons; and not only so, but to superadd additional 
requirements. If the will is made on board ship, one of the two 
witnesses must be a commissioned officer, chaplain, or warrant 
or subordinate officer of the naval or marine or military force ; 
if it is made elsewhere than on board, one of the two attesting 
witnesses must be one of more than a dozen specified classes of 
officials. There is, however, a proviso that, notwithstanding 
anything in the Act, the Admiralty may pay any wages 
or money to any person claiming to be entitled thereto under 
a will not made in conformity with the Act, “if, having 
regard to the special circumstances of the death of the testator,” 
the Admiralty are of opinion that the requirements of the Act 
may be dispensed with. It may probably be presumed that this 
proviso will be acted upon in the case of wages or money due to 
the unfortunate seamen of Zhe Victoria. 


STAMPS ON ASSIGNMENTS OF LIFE POLICIES. 
Tue question raised by the opinion stated by a ‘Constant 
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stamp duty not paid upon the assignment, together with the penalty pay- 
able on stamping the same, shall be a debt due to her Majesty from the 
company or person by whom such payment is made, and shall be recover- 
able as such accordingly.’’ 

In order to construe this section we must ascertain the meaning 
of “assignment of a policy.” There is a little ambiguity in the 
word ‘‘ policy ” which requires consideration. By “‘ policy” we 
may mean the paper or parchment on which the contract between 
the office and the assured is written, or we may mean the con- 
tract itself, or (to change our language) the rights conferred by 
the contract. It is obvious that in the section under considera- 
tion “policy” is used in the latter meaning. For it will be 
observed that the property in a policy in its former meaning 
—i.¢.,in the paper or parchment—can be passed by delivery, 
‘Tf a man hath an obligation, though he cannot grant the thing 
in action, yet he may give or grant the deed—viz., the parch- 
ment and wax—to another, who may cancel and use the same at 
his pleasure” (Co. Litt. 232a, 5). (See the cases collected 
Goodeve’s Personal Property, 2nd ed., 90 n. (c).) The effect of 
parting with the possession of the policy—.¢., the paper or 
parchment, where the transaction is not for value, is merely to 
vest the property in it in the assignee, but it does not operate 
as an assignment of the policy moneys (ummens v. Hare, 
1 Ex. D. 169); but, if it be for value, the transaction may 
amount to an equitable mortgage (Crossley v. City of Glasgow 
Life Assurance Co., 4 Ch. D. 421). It is impossible to suppose 
that transactions of this nature, where there is no document 
capable of being stamped, fall within the provisions of the sec- 
tion under consideration. 

A policy of life assurance contains a contract by the office to 
pay a sum of money on the death of a certain person in con- 
sideration generally of the due payment of an annuity during 
his life. The sole right that the assured has under the policy is 
to be paid a sum of money on the occurrence of an event, which 
is certain to happen, but at what time is not known, or, what 
comes to the same thing, a right on the occurrence of that event 
to sue for and give a valid discharge for the moneys assured. 
When, therefore, the Act says that ‘‘ no assignment of policy of 
life assurance shall confer on the assignee any right 
to sue for the moneys assured thereby or to give a 
valid discharge for the same unless,” &c., it only means that an 
assignment shall not confer any rights on the assignee—in other 
words that it shall have no effect at all unless it is duly 
stamped. 

If an ordinary deed of conveyance is unstamped, it pro- 
duces its effect in conveying the property, but it is not 
capable of being produced in evidence to prove that the 
conveyance is made; it is not available for any purpose. 
The result is that if such a conveyance is made, and is not 
stamped, it is useless to attempt to set the matter right by 
taking a fresh conveyance properly stamped, as there is nothing 
left in the grantor to convey; and if the grantee attempts to 
use the subsequent conveyance in support of his title he is 
committing a fraud, because he brings forward as a good deed 
that which he knows to be a nullity. 

On the other hand, as an unstamped assignment of a policy 
on life is absolutely void, there is no fraud in an assignor who 
has made such an assignment making a new assignment which 





Reader” (ante, p. 558) to have been delivered by Sir E. Cranxe 
on the construction of the Customs and Inland Revenue Act, | 
1888 (51 & 52 Vict. c. 8), s. 19, is one of considerable interest. 
This opinion lays down that if an unstamped assignment of a | 
policy is made and notice of it given to the office, and if the 
assignor subsequently assigns the policy to the same assignee | 
by an instrument bearing a proper stamp, the office is precluded | 
from paying the policy by the terms of the section. The same | 
view was stated in a letter from a correspondent last week. | 
Though we have already discussed this question at length (33 | 
Soricrrors’ Jourxat, 3), the subject is of so much importance | 
that we shall discuss it again. 
The section runs as follows :— 


** (1) No assignment of a policy of life assurance shall confer on the 
assignee therein named, his executors, administrators, or assigns, any | 
t to sue for the moneys assured or secured thereby, or to give a valid | 
discharge for the same or any part thereof, unless such assignment is duly | 
stamped, and no payment shall be made to avy person claiming under 
any such assignment unless the same is duly stamped. 
** (2) If any payment shall be made in contravention of this section the | 


is properly stamped. The first assignment being wholly in- 
operative, the assignor has after it has been executed exactly the 
same rights over the policy as he had before the assignment 
was made, and there appears to be nothing in the Act which 
prohibits him from making a valid assignment of these rights 
by a deed which is duly stamped. 

The reader may object that when two assignments, the 
former unstamped and the second duly stamped, are made to 


| the same person, without any fresh consideration passing, the 


latter assignment is voluntary, and that therefore it cannot 
safely be acted upon, for fear that the first assignment, which 
was made for value, should afterwards be stamped and become 
operative. There are two answers to this objection. First, 
even if the first assignment becomes operative, it is too late— 
the property in the policy has passed from the assignor by the 
second assignment, so that there is nothing left in him for the 
first assignment to operate on, and, secondly, the consideration 
was paid on the first assignment under a mistake, both parties 
believing it to be valid, and the statement of the payment of the 
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consideration in the second assignment ahust be taken as 

amounting to a payment by the assignee t6 the assignor of the 

money paid to him by mistake, and of a repayment to him by 

the assignor; or it may be alleged that as the payment was 

made for a valid assignment the person to whom the money is 
aid is bound to make such assignment. 

It may also be alleged that the words ‘‘ No payment shall be 
made to any person claiming under any such assignment unless 
the same is duly stamped” ‘‘If any payment is made in con- 
travention of this section, the stamp duty . . and penalty 
shall be a debt due to her Majesty by the person by whom the 
payment is made” render it unsafe for the office to pay the 

licy moneys to a person to whom two assignments are made, 
the first unstamped and the second stamped. The answer is, 
that that person does not claim under the first assignment—he 
claims against it. His argument is that the first assignment is 
void by statute, and that for that reason the second assignment 
is valid, and that he claims under it. 

Various cases occur in practice where a man can apparently 
make title to the same thing in two different manners, which are 
mytually exclusive. Where this is the case, one of his titles 
must be good and the other bad. If he claims the thing in an 
action, he sets up his good title, not the bad title, and it would 
properly be said that he claimed under the former, not under 
the latter. 

There is a long series of Acts regulating the stamps on bills 
of exchange, the earliest of which is 22 Geo. 3, c. 33, and the 
latest of which is the Stamp Act, 1891. All these Acts contain 
a provision, the verbiage of which has been changed from time 
to time, that an unstamped or improperly stamped bill of ex- 
change shall not be available for any purpose. But it never 
has been held that a person who accepted payment by an 
improperly stamped bill of exchange lost his money; on the 
contrary, he could prove his debt aliunde (see Brown v. Watts, 1 
Taunt. 353), 

In like manner where a valid promissory note or bill of 
exchange, given as security for a debt, became incapable of 
being used as evidence owing to its having been altered 
(Sultan v. Toomer, 7 B. & C. 416; Atkinson v. Hawdon, 2 A. & E. 
628), the person who had taken it as payment was entitled to 
prove his debt s/iunde; and taking usurious security for an 
existing debt, while the usury laws were in force, did not avoid 
the debt (Mason vy. Abdy, 3 Salk. 390). There is no reason to 
suppose that in any of these cases the invalidity of the security 
given for the debt precluded the debtor from giving a new 
valid security. 

It may also be observed, in the case of the assignment of a 
policy, that both instruments, the unstamped invalid assign- 
ment and the second assignment which is duly stamped, are in 
the hande of the same person, so that when he receives pay- 
ment of the policy moneys from the insurance office he will be 
able to hand them both to the office, a course which will save 
the office from the risk that it might run on payment in virtue 
of the second assignment alone, if the first assignment were to 
be stamped after the second assigument was made, and if, con- 
trary to our opinion, the effect of stamping the first assignment 
was to give priority to it over a second assignment already 
stamped. 

The practical conclusion is, that until the question has been 
settled at the expense of someone else, the prudent solicitor will 
advise his client to stamp the assignment of the policy, paying 
the penalty, rather than incur the cost of an action against an 
assurance company, which will probably be carried by appeal 
to the House of Lords. 








STOCKBROKERS AND THEIR BANKERS. 
Tux decision of the House of Lords in Thomson v. The Clydesdale 
Bank, on appeal from the Court of Session (Sess. Cas., 4th series, 
vol. 18, p. 751), although it does not decide any new point of 
law, deals with a matter of considerable interest and importance. 
The appellants, who were the trustees acting under the trust- 
disposition and settlement of Tuomas Dunuopr, deceased, instructed 
Davi B. Tuomson, a stockbroker of Edinburgh, to sell Com- 
mercial Bank shares belonging to the trust estate, and to deposit 








the proceeds with certain Colonial banks. The shares were sold 
on the 7th of March, 1890, for settlement on the 13th, the settle- 
ment being afterwards delayed till the 19th, in consequence of 
there being no meeting of directors to pass the transfer till that 


‘date. On the 19th Txomson received the price of the shares in 
the form of a cheque from the buying broker for £2,921; On 


the same day he indorsed the cheque to the Clydesdale Bank in 
Edinburgh, and directed the bank to place £2,000 to his own 
account, which was, before that payment, overdrawn to the 
extent of £1,870. He got a draft on London for £900, and paid 
it in to his account with the same bank in London, which was 
overdrawn to the extent of £805. The balance he got in cash. 
He made no re-investment for the trustees, and on Monday, the 
24th of March, he absconded, being hopelessly insolvent. 

The trustees then sued the bank for the £2,900 paid in to 
Tuomrson’s accounts in Edinburgh and London. They alleged 
that the bank were aware “ that the said moneys did not belong 
to the said D. B. Tuomson, and that they were trust funds, 
which he had no right or title to deal with as his own property, 
or to use or apply for his own purposes.” This the bank 
denied, and pleaded that the cheque in question had been paid 
in in the ordinary course of business, and that they had no 
knowledge whatever of the purpose for which it came into 
THomson’s hands. At the trial it was proved to be the ordi- 
nary course of business for the buyer’s broker to give a cheque 
for the price of shares bought to the seller’s broker, and for the 
latter to give his own cheque to his employer for the price after 
deducting his commission, or, when he has instructions to re- 
invest, to deliver the new investments. As regards the know- 
ledge of the bank, the manager of the bank admitted that he 
believed this, and other large sums which were passing through 
THomson’s account, to be sums which were clients’ money; but 
as regards the transactions themselves the bank had no cogniz- 
ance of them, and had nothing whatever to do with them. 

Lord Kytuacuy, before whom the case in the first instance 
came, decided in favour of the bank, and the following 
from the short judgment which he pronounced deals so clearly 
with the point at issue that it seems worth while to quote it :— 


‘‘The broad view of the matter, as it presents itself to my mind, 1s this 
—that the case at best for the pursuers is just the ordinary case of a 
person paying his just debt with money fraudulently obtained or dis- 
honestly appropriated, but received by the creditor in ignorance of the 
fraud or of the dishonesty. I know noauthority for holding that in such 
a case the creditor is bound to restore. It may be doubted whether a cash 
payment can be recovered froma just creditor in any circumstances short 
of actaal complicity on the part of the creditor with the fraud to which the 
payment owes its source; but at least knowledge, actual or constructive, 
on the part of the creditor, seems essential ; and such knowledge on the 
part of the bank is here, I think, excluded by the proof. It is true they 
knew, or may be held to have known, that the money was probably the 
price of stock sold for a client; but the right of the broker to pay such 
money into his own bank account depended, not merely on the source of 
the money, or on the state of his (the broker’s) bank account, but also upon 
the state of accounts between him and his client, and perhaps also upon 
the prospects which he dond fide had of meeting his obligations to his 
clients from other funds. And into those matters I do not hold that the 
bank was bound te inquire, or that it would be consistent with the 
course of business that a banker should do so.” 


On appeal to the Second Division of the Court of Session, the 
majority of the court, consisting of Lord Justice-Clerk Mac- 
poNALD, Lord Rurwerrvurp Crark and Lord Traywer, affirmed 
the decision of the Lord Ordinary, and adopted the reasons upon 
which he had based it; but Lord Youne, in an elaborate and 
interesting judgment, dissented. In his view a stockbroker’s 
account was to be treated as different from an ordinary account, 
and, to defeat the claim of the bank, it was enough that they 
were aware that the account was used in general for the custody 


of the money of clients, although they no ee 
vi clien 


as to particular sums. ‘Knowledge of the i 
his lordship said, ‘‘ whose money was paid in is not necessary to 
knowledge of the character of the account. All that the pursuers 
need, in my opinion, shew is, that the purpose of the account 
and the use made of it was the reception of clients’ money for 
safe custody till it was paid over to owners within a brief 
period, and that the d ers were not deceived or misled, but 
quite knew the fact.” And Lord Youne supported his position 
by pointing out that, in proper banking business, such a thing 
as un overdrawn account ought not to exist. A banker may 
accommodate a customer, but this should be done by placing a 











specific sum to the credit of the customer’s account, and for this 
sum the banker would take such security as he thought fit. 
In the case of a stockbroker recourse would thus be had, upon 
default, to the security and not to the money of third parties. 
‘‘The banker may, of course, accommodate a stockbroker to any 
amount and on any terms he pleases, but he ought, in my opinion, 
to do it, if so minded, by putting to his credit in account the sum 
he is willing to accomodate him with—the broker becoming his 
debtor therefor as for so much money lent to him on the 
terms agreed to. This course is attended with no hardship or 
inconvenience to either the broker or the banker, and any other 


exposes innocent clients, to whom not even the least negligence | 


or inattention can be imputed, to the risk of being scandalously 
defrauded.” 
overdraft, which in this case had been permitted, as a snare set 


to trap for the use and benefit of the bank the money of inno- | 


cent people. Altogether Lord Youne regarded the claim of the 
bank as founded upon no equity, and as being an improper 
attempt to take advantage of the fraud of the broker. 

Upon examination, however, it appears that the judgment, 
while it contains some excellent advice as to the mode in which 
banking business ought to be carried on, does not at all touch 
the legal aspect of the matter. It may be a proper thing for 
the banker to require security to be given, and a specific sum 
placed to the credit of an account, before honouring cheques pre- 
sented after the old account is exhausted ; but he is under no 
obligation to adopt this course, and if he becomes a creditor of 
the customer by paying his cheques when there are no funds to 
meet them, he is entitled to satisfy himself out of the next 
money paid in, unless it is to his knowledge improperly so paid. 
And although he knows generally that the account is made up 
of the money of third persons, yet, as pointed out in Lord 
KyYLLacuy’s judgment, it is not for him to adjust matters be- 
tween the broker and his clients. It only requires, indeed, a 
moment’s consideration of the real history of the account to shew 
that the bank were not at the time they received the cheque 
consciously wronging any person. At the outset the overdraft 
probably enabled the broker to pay some client who would 
otherwise have been defrauded, and, subsequently, as the 
account continued to be operated upon, it was impossible for the 
bank to follow the broker’s dealings with his clients. Some- 
times in order to make a reinvestment before the proceeds of 
an old investment had been received he might expend money on 
behalf of a client, and then the next cheque would probably 
represent money he was entitled to retain. Hence as one cheque 
after another came in and was applied in reduction of the exist- 
ing overdraft, there was no time at which it could be said that 
the bank were acting improperly, and the good faith on their 
part which was present at the time of the last of such appli- 
cations could not subsequently be turned into bad faith because, 
upon the absconding of the stockbroker and the sudden closing 
of the account, it turned out that the payment in of the cheque 
in question was a fraud upon third persons. When the bank 
discovered this they had already in good faith paid themselves 
their debt as they were entitled to do. 

This view of the matter has been taken by the House o 
Lords. As to the argument that the bank took with notice, 
Lord Herscue.1, C., declined to assent to the proposition that 
the mere knowledge that money belonged to others prevented 
the discharge of a debt. It must be shewn, further, that the 
receiver knows that the money ought not to be handed over. 
But here the bank believed the money to be paid in in the 
ordinary course of business—that is, as the money of the broker 


or at his disposal. So Lords Warson, Morris, and Suanp held | 


that, though there was a fraud upon the appellants, the good 
faith of the bank could only be impeached by shewing know- 


ledge on their part that in the particular case the broker had | 


no authority to pay the money into his account. 

The result is in accordance with the decision in London Joint- 
Stock Bank v. Simmons (1892, A. C. 201), and seems, indeed. to 
be an 4 fortiori application of the principle there established. 
If a stockbroker has control of negotiable securities in his posses- 
sion, so as to warrant a bank in lending money on them without 
inquiry as to his particular authority, it is still clearer that a 
bank may treat cheques paid in to his account as properly so 


pai’. The money is allowed by his clients to be under his | 





THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 


And elsewhere his lordship characterized the | 


July :, 1893. 





control, and the payment into his own account is in the ordinary 
course of business. When a bank allows an overdraft, as 
| banks may do, and as they probably will do in spite of Lord 
Youne’s counsels of perfection, it is impossible to foretell what 
| the end will be. It may mean loss to clients of the broker, and 
| 0, too, as above pointed out, may the refusal to allow an over- 
draft. But this depends upon the conduct of the broker’s busi- 
| ness, and is beyond the province of the bank. As long asclients 
intrust brokers with money, and in the ordinary course of busi- 
ness they are bound to do so, it is to be feared that they must 
| rely upon their own care in the selection of the man they em- 
ploy, and not expect bankers to control the brokers for them. 


LEGISLATION IN PROGRESS. 


SUPREME CouRT OF JUDICATURE.—The Lord Chancellor, in moving 
the second reading of the Supreme Court of Judicature Bill, said its 
object was to carry out the recommendations made by the Council of 
Judges. There could be no doubt, he said, that although appeals 
had been very much discouraged by the Court of Appeal, neverthe- 
less the mere fact that a party had a power to appeal often put the 
other side to considerable trouble and expense. The first clause 
would permit every legitimate appeal upon a question of real impor- 
tance, but it would prevent the absolute right of appeal whether 
there was any ground for the appeal ornot. After referring to clause 
2 (appeals from quarter sessions) and clause 3 (mode of taking evi- 
dence in certain cases) his lordship said there was one other clause— 
clause 4—-which dealt with the rules and orders relating to those who 
were employed in the different legal departments. An Order in 
Council had been made with regard to civil servants generally, 
dealing with the mode in which their duties were to be performed 
and also with the conditions of retirement. The contention had been 
raised that that order applied to the legal departments, and although 
he did not accept that view he was aware that some provision was 
necessary in reference to these departments. He had received many 
and weighty objections to the clause as it was drawn, which satisfied 
him that that clause ought not to pass in its present form, but he 
| hoped to be able to remodel it so as to meet such objections. If the 
| Bill were read a second time he should put down his amendment and 
| allow ample time for its consideration. Under these circumstances he 
| asked their lordships to read the Bill a second time. Lord CoLERIDGE, 
| in supporting the second reading, agreed that clause 4 would require 
| considerable alteration. Lord Hatspury also supported the Bill, 
| which was read a second time. 
| Srarurory RuiEs.—The Statutory Rules Procedure Bill has been 
| read a second time in the House of Lords. 
| THe LIABILITY oF EMPLOYERS.—The House of Commons Stand- 
ing Committee on Law have completed the consideration of the 
Employers’ Liability Bill. On the motion of the Home Secretary a 
| new clause was added with the object of fulfilling the pledge he had 
| given in the House, to extend the provisions of the Bill to workmen 
| in the service of the Crown other than soldiers and sailors. The 
| clause runs as follows :—‘‘ 1. This Act shall not apply tv persons in 
| the naval or military service of the Crown, but, subject as aforesaid, 
| shall apply to a workman in the employment of the Crown in like 
| manner “as if the employer of the workman were a private person. 
| 2. Where an action is brought under this section in respect of an 
| injury to a workman—(a) the action may be brought against the 
| Secretary to the Treasury by his official name, and shall not abate by 








t | reason of his ceasing to hold office; and (b) any compensation awarded 


| shall be paid out of moneys provided by Parliament; and (c) any 

ratuity or allowance, and any expense in respect of assistance, 
| which has been or will be paid out of public money in respect of the 
| injury, or by reason of the workman being incapacitated for service 
| by the injury, shall, for the purposes of this Act, be treated as a pay- 
| ment on account of the employer’s liability. 4. The Treasury may, 
| by warrant laid before Parliament, modify, for the purpose of this 
| Act, the warrant made under section 1 of the Superannuation 
| Act, 1887, in its application to workmen to whom this section 
applies.” Mr. CrRawrorDd moved the addition of a new clause 
intended to make sub-contractors directly responsible under the 
Bill, but the clause was negatived without a division. Sir C 
DrLke moved a clause imposing liability on every person (therein 
called ‘‘the principal”) for whom work is carried out by another 
| person (called ‘‘the contractor’’) under a contract, with a right on 
| the part of the principal to indemnity against the contractor in 
| respect of his liability to the workman, and in respect of costs 
incurred in defending the action. After discussion, the clause was 
| withdrawn, it being understood that the Home Secretary would 
endeavour before the third reading to bring forward a clause dealing 
satisfactorily with the subject of sub-contracts. Mr. CRawFoRrD 
moved a clause providing that where compensation was awarded to 
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workman the money should be paid on his own receipt, and his 
solicitor should not be entitled to recover from him or claim a lien 
for any costs beyond the taxed costs of the action, and such further 
sum as a judge might certify to have been properly expended. Mr. 
Asquirm said there was an insuperable objection to the clause, and 
that was that it was not specially applicable to actions under the 
Employers’ Liability Acts. It would be obviously inexpedient to 
have a different rule of procedure as to costs in actions of this kind. 
After a short discussion the clause was withdrawn, and the Bill, as 
amended, was ordered to be reported to the House. 

SALE oF Goops.—The Sale of Goods Bill has been referred to a 
Select Committee of the House of Commons. 





REVIEWS. 
LAW OF TORTS. 


A TREATISE ON THE LAW OF ToRTS, OR WRONGS AND THEIR REME- 
pres. By C. G. AppIson. SEVENTH EpiTIon. Edited by Horace 
SmitH, Metropolitan Magistrate, and A. P. Prercevat KEEP, 
M.A., Barrister-at-Law. Stevens & Sons (Limited). 


The editors of ‘‘ Addison on Torts” are to be congratulated on 
bringing out a new edition, incorporating much recent matter 
without increasing the size of the book. ‘‘ Considerable saving of 
space,” they remark in the preface, ‘‘ has been attained by carefully 
revising the text, by restraining the redundancy of the language, by 
excluding repetitions of statements, by a cautious weeding out of 
obsolete cases while generally referring to their names in the notes, 
and by the excision of such matter as appeared to encumber the work 
without adding to its general utility. The result has been that, not- 
withstanding the introduction of above 400 new cases and many new 
statutes, the present volume only exceeds the last edition by six 
pages.” At the same time, if the editors are content to restrict the 
book to its proper subject, there is still opportunity for plenty of 
compression. Its present size is largely due to the inclusion of matter 
which belongs to the law of property, and though to define a 
particular wrong it may be necessary to describe the right of which 
it is an infringement, yet this does not justify the inclusion in a work 
on torts of commentaries or statutes which deal merely with the 
acquisition and loss of rights of property. Hence it seems to us that 
it is needless in a work like this to include such Acts as the Real Pro- 

rty Limitation Acts, the Prescription Act, and the Bills of Sale Acts. 

owever, if the bulk of the work is swollen by the fact that it embraces, 
in addition to the law of torts, considerable portions of the law of 
property, real and personal, the reader has the satisfaction of finding 
both subjects alike ably and accurately dealt with, and in this 
respect the present edition seems to be quite on a level with its 
predecessors. In a few cases errors seem to have been made, 
Walters v. Webb (L. R. 5 Ch. 531) is noted at p. 268 as though it 
referred to section 25 of the Real Property Limitation Act, 1833, 
dealing with express trusts. In fact, it establishes the operation of 
the Act as between lord and copyholder. At p. 405 it is said that to 
maintain trespass there must be proof “ either of title or of actual 
or constructive possession” by the plaintiff at the time the wrong 
was committed. But it seems clear that mere title is not sufficient 
to support an action for trespass to land, and that there must be an 
existing possession by the plaintiff, save only in the case of lessor at 
will and of trespass by relation. Again, although the question of 
the liability of directors for statements in prospectuses is dealt with 
at some length (pp. 745-748), and the cases on section 38 of the 
Companies Act, 1867, are examined, no reference seems to be made 
to what is now the really important statute on the subject, the 
Directors’ Liability Act, 1890. In general, however, the new law has 
been fully incorporated, and the result of the recent cases accurately 
given. 





LIBEL AND SLANDER. 


PRINCIPLES AND PRACTICE OF THE LAW OF LIBEL AND SLANDER. 
With SvuGeéEsTions ON THE ConpuUcT oF A Crvin ACTION, 
FORMS AND PRECEDENTS, AND ALL STATUTES BEARING ON THE 
SunsEct. By Huon Fraser, M.A., LL.D., Barrister-at-Law. 
Reeves & Turner. ‘ 
This is a thoroughly practical work, upon which unusual care and 

labour have been bestowed. The branch of law with which it deals 

is certainly most important, having regard to the large and increasing 
number of actions for defamation which year by year are contributed 
to the volume of litigation. The work is divided into two parts, the 
first part treating of a civil action, and the second part of criminal 
proceedings. Each of these parts, instead of being divided into 


chapters, consists of a series of articles containing definite state- 


Part Ii. numbers eight only. Every article is printed in italics, to 
distinguish it from the bar ess f notes which follow it, and which 
are mostly printed in ordinary . The author certainly deserves 
great credit for the concise and intelligent manner in which he has 
embodied in these articles the effect of the decided cases and enact- 
ments upon which they are tively founded. As fair samples of 
his work, we may in Part I. point to article 5, on Special Damage, 
and to articles 22-36, which lucidly expound the difficult webiect 
of Privilege, while in Part ITI. articles 1 (Libel a Crime) 2 
(Blasphemous, Seditious, and Obscene Words, &c.) merit special 
commendation. The interpretation of the 4th section of the Law 
of Libel Amendment Act, 1888 (51 & 52 Vict. c. 64), which is given 
at page 118, appears to us to be correct and in accordance with 
justice and good sense. There are two appendices at the end of the 
volume. Of these Appendix A contains some practical suggestions 
on the conduct of a civil action, together with forms and precedents, 
while in Appendix B will be found all the statutes bearing an the 
law of libel and slander, with references under each section to 
particular puges in the text. Amongst these last-mentioned 
statutes are included the Law of Libel Amendment Act, 1888 (51 & 
52 Vict. c. 64), the Indecent Advertisements Act, 1889 (52 & 53 Vict. 
c. 18), and the Slander of Women Act, 1891 (54 & 55 Vict. e, 41). 
The table of cases contains over 600 cases, the names only of which, 
unfortunately, are given, without any reference to the various 
reports where they are to be found, which, however, appear, 
generally speaking, to be set forth in the text. A comprehensive 
index, containing many titles, and covering some thirty- ve pegre, 
completes a work which we believe will be generally appreciated. 
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CORRESPONDENCE. 
THE OATH IN SCOTCH FORM, 
[T'o the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. | 

Sir,—As after the direction as to persons electing to be sworn 
in Scotch form, which you print in your issue of the 10th inst., it 
seems probable that the oath will in future frequently be so 
administered, I should be glad to know whether in your opinion it 
will be necessary in such cases to make any distinction in the jurat 
as to whether the expression ‘ sworn” means sworn in English or 
Scotch form. CoMMISSIONER. 

June 16. 

[See observations under head of ‘‘ Current Topics.”—Eb. 8. J.] 








VETERAN SOLICITORS. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


Sir,—As regards London, the names of two, if not more, very old 
solicitors seem to have been passed over by Bane correspondents. 

Mr. William Francis Low, admitted Michaelmas, 1830, appears in 
the present year’s Law List. I believe, however, that he died a few 
weeks since. 

In the Law List of 1891 the name of one who was admitted a few 
years before Mr. Charles Bischoff is to be seen. I allude to Mr. John 
lliffe, admitted Hilary, 1821 [died in 1891}, 3 

Amongst those mentioned as having been admitted before 1837 I 
have not noticed in the correspondence the following, whose names 
appear in the present year’s Law List :— 


Admitted 
Mr. John Shaw ... ees ia Hilary 1831 
», Joseph Aldrid eae és Easter 1831 
,. Frederick Wickings Smith ... Hilary 1833 
» Henry Jackson da seis Michaelmas 1833 
», Frederick Buckle... Easter 1834 
, George William Marsden .. Easter 1835 
, Walter Augustus Holcombe Easter 1836 


Oliver Richards pias Michaelmas 1836 


more than one of whom have, however, very recently died. 
Henry TAYLor. 


15, Coleman-street, E.C., June 26. 


Sir Richard Webster, Q.C., arrived in London from Paris on Wednes- 
day, baving finished his duties there in connection with the Behring Sea 
Commission. The Attorney~ Russell, Q.C., 





ments of the law, in the form of propositions, followed by explana- 
Part J. comprises f 


tory notes, orty-nine of such articles, while 


, Sir Charles 
expected, be detained in Paris for another week at least. 















CASES OF THE WEEK. 
Court of Appeal. 
BENTSEN ». TAYLOR, SONS, & CO.—No. 1, 26th June. 


Practice—Motion vor New Trrar—Secvrity ror Costs — Foreien 
Pratntiry Restpent ABroap 


Application for security for the costs of the plaintiff’s motion for a new 
trial of the action. The plaintiff was a foreigner resident abroad, who 
had no property within the jurisdiction, and before the trial an order 
had been made at chambers that he should give security for the costs of 
the action to the amount of £100. At the trial before Pollock, B., and a 
jury the verdict and judgment were entered for the defendants. The 
question arose whetker the present application ought not to be made at 
chambers. 


Tue Covrt (Lord Esuer, M.R., and Bowen and Kay, L.JJ.) held that the 
proper practice was to apply at chambers for an order to have the amount 
of the security increased, and not to apply in the first instance to the 
Court of Appeal. The court, in taking new trial motions, were exercising 
the old jurisdiction of the common law courts and, in later times, 
of the Queen’s Bench Division, and they would exercise it in the 
same way. When any new step was taken by the foreign plaintiff not 
contemplated when the original amount of security was fixed, the practice 
was to apply at chambers to have the amount of the security increased, 
and the same practice applied when the foreign plaintiff moved for a new 
trial. That was the former practice, and that would be followed now. 
A right of appeal from the decision at chambers would lie, not to 
the Queen’s Bench Division, but direct to the Court of Appeal, as this 
court was placed, as regards new trial motions, in the same position as the 
Queen’s Bench Division was formerly. Any such appeal, however, would 
be almost hopeless. The plaintiff here must give further security for the 
costs of the motion for a new trial to the amount of £20, and if a new 
trial were granted any application for further security for the costs of the 
new trial must be made in the Queen’s Bench Division.—Covunsen, Hodges ; 
Carver.. Sourcrtons, Irvine, Hodges, § Co.; Wynne, Holme, §& Wynne, for 
Simpson, Norti: , & Co., Live rpor ]. 


Reported by W. F. Bat 


Barrister-at-Law. 


MAXIM-NORDENFELDT GUNS, &c., CO. 
June. 


WORDENFELDT —No. 2, 28th 


Practice—Damaces—Aryripavit or Documents—Discovery ry Deregnpant 
—Particutars or Heaps or Cram py PLaIntirr. 


This was an appeal from a decision of North, J. (reported ante, p. 526). 
Under an order of the Court of Appeal of the 19th of December, 1892 
(commented on ante, p. 126), an injunction was granted restraining the 
defendant in the action from carrying on the business of a manufacturer 
of guns, &c., in breach of an agreement with the plaintiff company, and 
an inquiry was directed to assess the damages sustained by the company by 
reason of such breach by the defendant. Upon an undertaking being 
given by the defendant as to damages, the injunction was stayed for two 
months. On summons to proceed with the inquiry on the 15th of Feb- 
ruary, 1893, an order was made in chambers that the inquiry should 
stand over till the plaintiff company had obtained discovery from the 
defendant, and on the 24th of February an order was made that the de- 
fendant sbould make an affidavit of, and produce, documents relating to 
the matters in question in the inquiry. On the 24th of April North, J., 
in chambers, on the application of the defendant, made an order that the 
plaintiff company should, within two months, give particulars in writing 
of the damages alleged to have been sustained by them by reason of the 
defendant’s breach of covenant, and that the defendant’s time for putting 
in his affidavit of documents pursuant to the order of the 24th of February 
should be extended to a fortnight after such particulars were delivered. 
On motion to discharge that order, North, J., on the 18th of May, held 
that the defendant was not entitled to particulars in the technical 
sense; but he thought the defendant was entitled to a statement in 
writing of the heads of claim, under which the plaintiff company sought 
to recover damages from him, so that he might be able to address his mind 
to the points with which he had to deal; and he ordéred that the plaintiff 
company should give such a statement accordingly. The plaintiff com- 
pany appealed, contending that, without discovery first, they could only 
in a very general way furnish heads of claim for damage: the defendant 
on the other hand alleged that to compel discovery first would be oppres- 
sive. 


Tue Cover (Lixpiey, Lorgs, and A. L. Suirx, L JJ.), allowed the 
appeal. 


Lixpiey, L.J., said it was obvious that North, J., had made the order 
he had with the object of preventing any abuse of the practice of dis- 
covery. If he himself thought that, he should not dissent from the order 
that had been made. But the court had to look at the practical working, 
and he thought the order should be discharged and the defendant must 
give affidavits and make discovery. 


Lorzs and A. L. Sarru, L.JJ., conzurred.—Covnsen, Cozens-Hardy, Q.C., 
and W. F. Hamilton; E. Beaumont. Sorictrors, Munns & Longden ; Wilson, 
Bristowes, & Carpmael. 


[Reported by Anruve Lawnex 


e, Barrister-at-Law. 
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High Court—Chaucery Division. 
ELVIDGE v. BELLINGHAM—Stirling, J., 21st June. 
Trustees —Breacn or Trust—Improper Investment—Active Trustes— 
Lianriity TO Inpemniry Co-Trvuster. 

By an indenture dated the 20th of October, 1830, a settlement was made 
on the marriage of Mr. and Mrs. Woodhams, the trusts being of the usual 
nature. In January, 1884, Mr. Robert Furley was the sole trustee of thig 
settlement, and the funds subject to the trusts thereof were invested in 
Consols. On the 30th of January, 1884, the defendant Bellingham wag 
appointed trustee of the settlement jointly with Furley. On the 31st of 
January, 1884, £1,000, the proceeds of sale of part of the Consols, wag 
invested by the trustees on a third mortgage of lands near Appledore, in 
Kent. Furley died in 1887, and shortly afterwards the first mortgagees 
proceeded to enforce their security, and the equity of redemption turned 
out to be worthless. This action was then brought by the beneficiaries 
under the settlement of 1830 against Bellingham and the legal personal 
representatives of Furley to make them liable for a breach of trust. The 
representatives of Furley made good to the trust estate the sum which had 
been invested on mortgage, and an order was made upon a summons taken 
out by them directing an inquiry whether they were entitled to contribu. 
tiou from Bellingham. The inquiry had been prosecuted in chambers, 
and the evidence was complete, but no certificate had been made by the 
chief clerk, the parties desiring that his lordship should decide the 
question between them without that formality being gone through. 
Furley was a solicitor, and was, down to 1873, a member of the firm of 
Hallett, Furley, & Co., solicitors at Ashford, Kent. In 1873 he retired 
from the firm and ceased to practise. The evidence shewed, in the opinion 
of the court, that Bellingham did not know the true nature of the mort- 
gage on which the advance was purported to be made, when he became 
trustee and assented to the change of investment; that Furley had been 
advised by the solicitor to the trust that the proposed investment was not 
authorized by the settlement, but that, having regard to the valuation of 
the mortgaged property, the risk attaching to the investment would be 
small, and that Furley, concurring in this opinion, did not disclose to his 
co-trustee Bellingham that it was unauthorized, and expressed his opinion 
that it might with propriety be made, and that he acted honestly, both as 
regarded such non-disclosure and such expression of opinion ; and that 
Bellingham acted upon the opinion of his co-trustee Furley, without 
himself inquiring into the nature or propriety of the proposed investment. 
On behalf of the representatives of Furley it was contended that they were 
entitled to contribution from Bellingham, and Bahin v. Hughes (34 W. R. 
311, 31 Ch. D. 390) was relied on; while, on the other hand, it was con- 
tended that Bellingham had a right to be indemnified, on the authority of 
Lockhart v. Reilly (4 W. R. 438, 1 De G. & J. 464) and Thompson v. Finch 
(8 De G. M. & G. 560, 5 W. R. Ch. Dig. 93). 

Sririine, J., said that in Bahin v. Hughes it was held that a trustee who 
honestly but erroneously took upon himself to make an improper invest- 
ment was not liable to indemnify his co-trustee unless there were some 
special circumstances, as where the acting trustee was the solicitor for the 
trust, or had derived a personal benefit from the breach of trust. The 
present case did not fall within either of the classes mentioned in that 
case. Furley derived no benefit from the breach of trust, nor, though 
a solicitor, was he solicitor for the trust. Cotton, L.J., however, in that 
case expressly said that it would be “‘ wrong to lay down any limitation of 
the circumstances under which one trustee would be held liable to the 
other for indemnity, both having been held liable to the cestwi que trust.” 
One class of cases not mentioned in Bahin v. Hughes would be where the 
acting trustee was guilty of dishonesty towards his co-trustee, but in his 
lordship’s opinion dishonesty was not to be attributed to Furley. The cir- 
cumstances in the present case were less favourable to Furley than were 
those of Bahin v. Hughes to the acting trustee, in this respect, that Furley 
(having been advised by the solicitor to the trust) must be taken to have 
known that the transaction was a breach of trust, and that he did not 
discloue the fact to his co-trustee, whereas in Bahin v. Hughes the acting 
trustee did not appear to have been aware that a breach of trust was being 
committed. Having regard, however, to the judgments of Cotton, LJ., 
and Fry, L.J., in that case, he thought the court was bound to be very 
cautious in extending the limits within which one trustee was bound to 
indemnify another, and in bis opinion the circumstances of the present 
case were not such as to justify the extension. His lordship held, there- 
fore, that the legal personal representatives of Furley ought to recover 
from Bellingham one moiety of what they had paid to the plaintiffs, bat 
he would make no order as in the costs of the present proceedings. 
—-CounseL, Buckley, Q.C., and Bramwell Davis ; Hastings, Q.C., and Ingle 
Joyce. Soxrricrrons, Warren, Murton, § Miller, for Hallett, Creery, & @., 
Ashford ; Kingsford, Dorman, § Co. ; 


[Reported by W. A. G. Woops, Barrister-at-Law.) 


High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 
LOIBL +. FRASER—21st June. 

Marniep Woman—Contract—Seprarate Estrare Existinc At Dare OF 
Contract—ReEversionany Inrerest—Manriegp Women’s Property Act, 
1882 (45 & 46 Vicr. c. 75), 8. 1, sun-sgcrion (4). 

This was an action tried before Collins, J., without a jury, in which the 


defendant, a married woman, was sued upon a guarantee given in 1886 
for asum of £700 then due from her husband to the plaintiff. The defence 





set up was that at the date of the guarantee the defendant hud no separate 
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estate in respect of which she could make a binding contract. The 
defendant and her husband had executed a settlement upon their marriage 
in 1870 which contained the usual covenant to settle after-acquired pro- 

rty of the wife ; under the settlement the wife took a life interest for 
her separate use. Under the will of the defendant’s father a sum of 
money was bequeathed in trust for the defendant’s mother for life and 
after her death to the defendant absolutely. At the date of the guarantee 
given in 1886, her father was dead and her mother was still alive. It was 
argued that in order to enable a married woman to bind her separate estate 
it was necessary to shew that she had, at the time of entering into the 
contract, separate property vested in praesenti, and that in the present case 
there was no separate property existing until the wife’s fund had been 
actually transferred to the trustees of the settlement, for if the defendant's 
husband died before her mother’s life interest fell in there would be no 
coverture, and, therefore, no separate estate. Re Shakespear (30 Ch. D. 
169) and Palliser v. Gurney (19 Q. B. D. 519) were cited. 

Coutrns, J., said that the question whether the defendant’s property 
would or would not be separate estate when it fell into possession did not 
arise. ‘The defendant was “ entitled at the date of the contract’ to an 
interest in this fund in reversion expectant upon the death of her mother ; 
this reversionary interest was settled upon her to her separate use during 
her existing coverture. The case, therefore, differed from the case of 
Re Shakespear (where the defendant’s reversionary interest was contingent 
only), and was within section 1, sub-section (4), of the Married Women’s 
Property Act, 1882. To bring acase within that section it was notnecessary 
that the interest of the married woman should be in possession. The 
result was that the plaintiff was entitled to recover the amount of the 
guarantee with interest from the date of the writ. Judgment accordingly. 
—Counset, Jelf, Q.C., and Powell; Ingpen. Soxtcrrors, T, A, G. Powell ; 
Sismey § Sismey. 

[Reported by T. R. C. Ditt, Barrister-at-Law. } 


WYATT (Appellant) +. GEMS (Respondent)—26th June. 


Loca, Government—Mertropotis—Hanoine out AND Expostna To SALE 
ArticLes IN Front or Snors—ARtTICcLes SuSPENDED OVER SHOPKEEPER’S 
own Arga—No Dancer to Passencers—Lianitity or SHOPKEEPER TO 
Conviction—Micnart ANGELO Taytor’s Act (57 Gro. 3, c. xxix), 8. 65— 
Merrorotis Loca Manacement Act, 1855 (18 & 19 Vicr. c. 120), s. 
119. 

Case stated by the metropolitan police magistrate sitting at the 
Marylebone Police Court. An information was laid, under section 65 of 
57 Geo. 3, c. 29 (Michael Angelo Taylor’s Act), against the respondent for 
that he, on the 9th of February, 1893, at 76, Wigmore-street, in the parish 
of St. Marylebone, ‘‘ did hang out and expose, and cause and permit to be 
hung out and exposed, certain thinigs, to wit, a large number of basket- 
work articles from a certain house, 76, Wigmore-street, which said house 
was then occupied by him over the area of the said house, and did not 
immediately remove all the said basket-work articles’? upon being 
requested by the appellant so todo. Another information was also laid 
against the respondent, under section 24 of 3 Geo. 4, c. 84, for that he did 
at the same house ‘‘ hang up and expose to sale, and cause and permit to 
be hung up and exposed to sale, certain goods, to wit, a number of basket- 
work articles outside the windows of his house and shop, 76, Wigmore- 
street.’’ There were two similar summonses with regard to No. 78, 
Wigmore-street. The respondent is the occupier of certain shops and 
premises, Nos. 76 and 78, Wigmore-street, in the parish of St. Marylebone, 
and carries on there the business of a basket manufacturer, and is in the 
habit of displaying for sale _part.of his work, consisting of basket-work 
chairs, stands, and couches in front of the above premises, the basket 
chairs and other articles being all above the shop front and projecting 
some two and a half feet from the front walls of the shops in the 
respondent’s occupation, the articles hanging from strong iron holdfasts 
driven into the walls. The appellant is the district superintendent for the 
vestry of the parish, and, pursuant to powers conferred on them by the 
Acts 57 Geo. 3, c. 29, s. 65, and 3 Geo. 4, c. 84, 8. 24, gave the respondent 
notice, in pursuance of a resolution of the vestry, to remove and keep 
removed the basket chairs and other articles from the front of his premises. 
The respondent, not having complied with this notice, was on the appli- 
cation of the appellant summoned to appear before the magistrate. It 
was contended on behalf of the appellant (1) that under the 65th section 
of the Act 57 Geo. 3, c. 29, which enacts that if any person shall hang 
out and expose, or cause or permit to be hung out or exposed, any matter 
or thing whatsoever from any house or houses or other buildings or 
premises occupied by him over any part of either of the pavements, or 
over any area or areas of any houses or other buildings or premises, or 
shall place or put out or cause or permit to be placed or put outany matter 
or thing from and on the outside of the front or any other part of any 
other house or other buildings or premises, and shall not immediately re- 
move all such matters or things being thereunto required by any surveyor 
of pavements, or by any person employed or appointed by the persons 
having the control of the pavements, such person so offending shall for- 
feit and pay the sum of forty shillings*for the first offence, the respondent 
had committed the offences charged against him in two of the said sum- 
monses issued under the provisions of the said statute, 57 Geo. 3, c 29. 
(2) That under the 24th section of the Act 3 Geo. 4, c. 84, if any person 
hangs up or exposes to sale, or causes or permits to be up or ex- 
posed to sale, any goods, wares, or merchandise whatsoever, or other matter 
or thing beyond the line or on the outside of the window or windows of the 
house, shop, or place at which the same shall be so hanged up or exposed 
to sale, then oa in every such case every 


raon 80 a shall pay 
any sum not exceeding five pounds and not less than ten shillings, the | tiff was entitled to recover. The 


respondent had committed the offences charged against him in the two 








summonses issued under this statute. (3) That the above provisions in 
such last-mentioned Acts were not inconsistent with the provisions in 
sections 119 and 120 of the Metropolis Local Management Acc, 
1855 (18 & 19 Vict. c. 120), within the of section 248. of 
that Act, and were, therefore, not repealed by that Act. 
contended on behalf of the t that the said stattites 57 

Geo. 3, c. 29, and 3 Geo. 4, c. 84, been repealed by the Metropolis 

Local Management Act (18 & 19 Vict. c. 120), and that the baskets were 

neither a danger nor an obstruction, and that, therefore, no offence had 
been committed by the ae ay a as charged in any of the summonses. 
The magistrate was of opinion that the respondent was right, and that the 

sections of the two earlier statutes, under which the summonses had been 
issued, had been impliedly by the Metropolis Local t 
Act (18 & 19 Vict. c. 120), the words in which Act covered every of 
projection, and that independently of such implied “—e there had not 
been any offence committed under the earlier Acts, as articles did not 
extend over the footway or carriage-way, and was no inconvenience to the 
public walking on the pavements of the street. He, therefore, dismissed 
the summons with £5 5s. costs. The question now was whether he was 
right in ag? of law in so dismissing the summonses. Section 119 of the 
Metropolis Local Management Act, 1855, provides: ‘‘ If any porch, shed, 
projecting window, step, cellar door or window, or steps } into any 
cellar or otherwise, lamp, map een, lamp iron, sign, sign post, sign iron, 
showboard, window shutter, , gate, fence, or opening, or any other 
projection or obstruction, placed or made against or in front of any house 
or building, shall be an annoyance in consequence of the same projecting 
into or being made in or en or rendering less commodious the 
passage along any street in their or district, it shall be lawful for 
the vestry or district board to give notice in writing to the owner or 
occupier of such house or buil to remove such projection or obstruc- 
tion, &c. ; and the penalty attached in case of non-compliance is a sum not 
exceeding five pounds. 

Tue Cover (Day and Wricut, JJ.) held that the learned magistrate 
was wrong on both points, and they were of opinion that section 119 of the 
Metropolis Local Management Act, 1855, was not an implied repeal of the 
sections in the earlier Acts, and they were also of opinion upon the merits 
of the case that an offence had been committed under section 65 of 
Michael Angelo Taylor’s Act, although the articles were not suspended 
over a public footway or carriage-way, and although there was no danger 
to passengers, the section being aimed against hanging things out in 
front of houses and s0 g them. Appeal allowed and case 
remitted to magistrates.—Counset, Poland, Q.C., and Bodkin ; Orump, Q.O., 
and Rose Innes. Soricrrors, Clarkson, Greenwells, § Co. ; Stollard § Swan. 


[Reported by Sir Suerston Baxer, Bart., Barrister-at-Law. | 


THOMPSON v. THE MAYOR AND CORPORATION OF BRIGHTON— 
26th June. 
Hicnuwayvs—NvisancE—MAnnHoLe ry Roap—Roap worn away—Onstrvo- 

TION—ACCIDENT CAUSED RBY-—Sgewer AvtTHortry—Roap Avrnorrry— 

UNIoN OF THE TWO AUTHORITIES—LIABILITY FOR THE INJURY. 

Appeal by the defendants from the judgment of the learned judge of the 
Brighton County Court, who had given judgment for the plaintiff for £50 


in an action to recover damages for injury to the plaintiff's horse. The 
plaintiff was riding along a public in Brighton when his horse’s foot 
struck the cover of a manhole in the middle of the road. The horse fell 


and wasinjured, cutting his knees badly. The road was worn away about 
the cover, and on the side of the cover where the horse’s foot struck 
the cover projected about one and a half inches above the level of 
the road. The judge found upon the evidence that the cover was 
a proper cover, and that there was no fault of construction on 
the part of the a which, as the sewer authority, had 
had inserted the manhole with cover in the road. He also found that the 


deemed that it was their duty as such to make up 
and maintain the as it wore away, and if he was at liberty to leave 
out of consideration the union in the defendants of the two functions of 
sewer authority and road authority, he should hold, he said, that the 
accident was attributable solely to the neglect of the corporation, as road 
authority, to maintain the road in proper order, and not to any default on 
the part of the corporation as sewer authority, and he should say that the 
corporation were not liable to an action for damages for their % 
because the breach of duty was one of non-feasance. For the it 
was argued that the defendants were liable, on the authority of the case of 
Kent v. The Worthing Local Board (81 W. R. 583, 10 Q. B. 

The facts there were very similar to the facts here, as 

stumbling block had been inserted by the local board as the water 
authority, and the local board also the highway re 
so that in that case there was the union of two functions, 
water authority and the high accident 
caused by the ee =. 
namely, as sewer authority. presen 
the conpenetion the union of the two functions of sewer authori 
highway authority, and the ste a was caused by the default of 


if 
| 


Fz 
eke 


poration in one of these capaci namely, as anna say The 
same learned coun’ comes ee moles Hee tase Kent v. The Worthing 
ot oe ae favour of the defendants, but his decision 
was reversed by the Divisional Court, who were of that the plain- 

learned judge he was still of the 
same opinion, and that if he were by the decision in Kent v. The 
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Worthing Local Board he should hold that the union of the two offices did 
not alter the liabilities, and that he should decide in favour of the defend- 
ants. But in deference to that case he decided for the plaintiff and awarded 
him £50 damages. The defendants now appealed, and for them the case of 
Moore v. The Lambeth Waterworks Co. (34 W. R. 559, 17 Q. B. D. 462) was 


it is to be made ‘‘ in the lessor’s action ’’ that it must be made to the court 
in which that action is pending, and it seems to us that, in the absence of 
any enactment to the contrary, it may be conveniently made in the form 
of a counter-claim, which is, in substance, an application for a vesting 
order, which, if granted, would put an end to the plaintiff’s right to pos- 























cited. In that case the defendants were not the road authority, but were | session. It is necessary to refer to the 69th section of the Act of 1881, ‘i 
the water authority, and, there being no default on their part as water | which enacts that ‘‘all matters within the jurisdiction of the court under 
authority, the Court of Appeal held that they were not liable for an | this Act shall, subject to the Acts regulating the court, be assigned to the —~ 
accident caused by the wearing down of the road. In that case the Court | Chancery Division of the court,” and sub-section (3) of the same section, th 
of Appeal cast doubts upon the grounds upon which the case of Kent v. | which enacts that ‘‘ every application to the court shall, except where it is ey 
Worthing Local Board was decided, and thought that that decision could | otherwise expressed, be by summons at chambers.’’ It is difficult to f tb 
not be supported upon the grounds given by the Divisional Court. The | suppose that the Legislature intended that .these sub-sections should be ae 
majority of the Court of Appeal (Lord Esher, M.R., and Lindley, L.J.) | applicable to proceedings for relief under section 14 The lessor has a roy 
intimated that if Kent’s case could be supported at all it must be on the | right to bring his action in either division of the Supreme Court. In the eat 
ground of the union of the two offices, but Lopes, L.J., dissented from | present case he has brought it in the Queen’s Bench Division ; the defend- me 
that view. The decision, therefore, in Kent v. Worthing Local Board was | ants propose to apply for relief, as the 14th section gives them a right to ° att 
not overruled, though the reasons for the decision may be considered to | do, in such action. We do not see how the sub-sections requiring appli- went 
be so. cations to be made in chambers in the Chancery Division can be applied to ‘No d 
Tue Court (Day and Wricut, JJ.) held that as the decision in Kent v.|them. So, again, supposing an underlessee were minded—as the sub. “ her 
Worthing Local Board was not overruled, though the grounds for it may | section allows him to do—to apply for relief in an action brought by him- truth 
have been questioned, the case was binding upon them, and as that decision | self; in such an action his claim must be for relief in the shape of a an ¢ 
was in favour of the plaintiff, they allowed the present judgment for the | vesting order, and if he could so claim in an action brought by himself, above 
plaintiff to stand, and dismissed the defendants’ appeal, with leave to | why should he not, in the lessor’s action, counter-claim for relief against shew 
them to appeal, so that the point might come before the Court of Appeal.— | the forfeiture sought to be enforced by that action? We think there is whic] 
Counset, Borall ; Gore. Sotrcrtors, Boxall ¢ Boxall, for the Town Clerk, | good reason for the contention that the course taken by the defendauts is stitut 
Brighton ; 7. A. Goodman, Brighton. sanctioned by the not too clear language of these enactments. The vesting how 


order mentioned in the 4th section of the Act of 1892 is a novel form of 
relief expressly given by that section, and that section points to the 


[Reported by Sir Suzrston Baxer, Bart., Barrister-at-Law. | 


THE WARDEN AND GOVERNORS OF SIR ROGER CHOLMELY’S 
SCHOOL, HIGHGATE +. SEWELL—26th June. 


LanDLorD AND TenaANT—PROVISO FOR RE-ENTRY—APPLICATION BY UNDER- 
LESSEE FOR VESTING ORDER, HOW MADE—CONVEYANCING AND Law oF 
Prorerty Acts, 1881 (44 & 45 Vict. c. 41), s. 14, ann 1892 (55 & 56 
Vicr. c. 13), s. 4. 


This was a summons referred from chambers to the court and heard on 
the 2nd of March last. The summons prayed that judgment might be 
entered for the plaintiffs for possession of a certain house, or in the alter- 
native (1) that the defence might be struck out on the ground that it 
disclosed no reasonable answer to the plaintiffs’ claim, and (2) that the 
counter-claim might be struck out or disallowed on the grounds that it was 
embarrassing, disclosed no reasonable cause of action, and could not be 
conveniently disposed of in this action. The plaintiffs as lessors claimed 
to recover the premises under a proviso in the original lease for re-entry 
in case of the bankruptcy of the lessee, his executors, administrators, or 
assigns. The object of the defence and counter-claim was to obtain relief 
against forfeiture by means of a vesting order under section 4 of the 
Conveyancing and Law of Property Act, 1892. The question was whether 
the relief can only be obtained by means of a summons in chambers or 
whether it can also be obtained by means of a plea or counter-claim. 
Sewell was the assignee of the original lease of the premises, granted in 
1878, which contained the proviso in question, and the other defendants 
were his sub-lessees and the trustee under his bankruptcy, which occurred 
in 1892. The defendant sub-lessees by their defence and counter-cla'm 
asked for a vesting order under section 4 of the Conveyancing, &c., Act, 


necessity of the application for that form of relief being made in an 
action, whether such action be brought by the lessor for possession or by 
the underlessee for the purpose of claiming relief.- The Legislature 
could scarcely have contemplated the bringing of an action by the under- 
les:ee for the mere purpose of enabling him to make an application at 
chambers, and we do not think there is any objection to the course 
adopted by the underlessees in this case who desire to have this important 
link in their title placed on record if the court think fit to grant the 
vesting order claimed. In Ruttledge v. Whelan (10 L. R. Ir. 263), before 
Palles, C.B., and Fitzgerald, B., in a lessor’s action for possession, the 
court refused a motion for relief from right of re-entry under section 14 of 
the Act of 1881, upon the ground that the defendant’s proper course was 
to have filed a counter-claim seeking equitable relief. We do not feel 
called upon to determine whether or not application for relief might, after 
action brought, be made by motion or summons as well as by counter- 
claim, as to which see Re Peach, North, J., Soricrrors’ Journat, July 6th, 
1889. Nor do we find it necessary to our decision in the present case to 
discuss any of the various enactments, orders and rules mentioned and 
referred to in the arguments addressed to us other than those we have 
discussed : they do not, in our opinion, materially assist us to determine 
the sole question before us—viz., whether the defence and counter-claim 
ought to be struck out, the one because it discloses no defence, the other 
because it is embarrassing and inconvenient. We think they ought not. 
They are pleaded bond fide (see The Attorney-General of the Duchy of 
Lancaster v. The London and North-Western Railway Co., 1892, 2 Ch. 274), 
and in our judgment are warranted by the provisions of the statute of 
1892. We therefore dismiss the summons with costs.—CounseL, William 
Graham ; Whitehorne, Q.C., and Wightman Wood, Soxicrrors, Wilmer § 


1892. That section provides that ‘‘ where a lessor is proceeding by action 
































court before which the action is tried. Both defence and counter-claim 
depend on the true interpretation of the sections in the Acts of 1881 and 
— which are to be read as one Act, and to which I have already 


been presented on the 3lst of August, 1892. The goods were removed by 
Burgess from the debtor’s premises on the 23rd of September, 1892, before 
Burgess had any notice that an act of bankruptcy had been committed. 


7 . rd 
or otherwise to enforce a right of re-entry or forfeiture under any | “¢¢ees* Nash & Field. , ee 
covenant, proviso, or stipulation in a lease the court may, on application [Reported by T. R. C. Dix, Barrister-at-Law. | and | 
by any person claiming as underlessee any estate or interest in the pro- in re 

comprised in the lease or any part thereof, either in the lessor’s solicit 
action (if oor hed in any action brought by such person for that purpose ment 
make an 0 vesting in any person entitled as underlessee to Bankruptcy Cases. dictio 
any estate or interest in such property upon such conditions, &c., as the : * acti 
court m the circumstances of rer spn shall think fit.’’ f “Ex parte BURGESS, Re HOOD—C. A. No. 1, 23rd June. summ 
Ssemen F.som dtitened by Tas Cover (Lord Conenince, C.J., and Bankrvproy—Execution—Private SALE ay Goose ny Suenirr—SHerirr’s > com 

Hawktxs, J. (who, after stating the facts and reading the section above PEE ES Soe: i ’ ap 

set out, and section 14, sub-sections (2) and (3) (i.) of the Conveyancing | This was an appeal of Burgess from the judgment of Vaughan Williams, Te 
and Law of Property Act, 1881, continued:—). Mr. Graham, for the | J. (ante, p. 512), directing the delivery of certain goods or their value to the a 
plaintiff, contended that the defence and‘counter-claim were both bad : | the trustee in bankruptcy. The goods in question were formerly the pro- Lo 
the defence as disclosing no defence to the plaintiff’s action, the counter- | perty of Hood, the debtor, and had been seized in July, 1891, under a writ — shoul 
claim as disclosing no reasonable cause of action in the defendant, and | of fi. fa. in execution of a judgment which had been obtained against him, been | 
also on the ground that it is embarrassing and could not be conveniently | On the 18th of July the goods were sold by the sheriff to Burgess the ~ befor 
disposed of in this action. As to the first and second of these points, it | appellant, by private sale, and the sheriff gave to Burgess a receipt in the publi 
would be rash to suggest that they are absolutely free from doubt; for, | following terms :—‘‘ Received, this 18th day of July, 1891, of Henry was 1 
as regards the defence, it is obvious that at the present moment there is no | Brocklehurst Burgess, of No. 1, Bethnal Green-road, leather merchant, effect 
actual and complete legal answer to the claim for possession, simply | the sum of £122 1s. 9d., being for the goods, chattels, and effects now in either 
because no relief from the plaintiff's right to re-enter has yet been | and upon the premises of No. 471, Bethnal Green-road which were seized statut 
obtained. It must, however, be observed that if the defendant’s case, as | by the sheriff of the County of London under and by virtue of a writ of set as 
disclosed by the pleadings, be found or admitted to be true in fact, and | ficri facias issued in the above cause, and hereby sold as far as he lawfully “ fair 
the court sball think fit to grant such relief as is claimed, there will, | can or may without any warranty of title and with the consent of the above- effect 
before judgment in the action is given, be brought into existence a ect | named defendant, who is a builder and under an order of Master Wilber- into i 
defence both to the claim for a declaration that the plaintiffs are entitled | force dated this 18th day of July, 1891.”” The goods were left in posses- that i 
to session, and to the claim for actual possession. At this moment it is | sion of the debtor until the 23rd of September, 1892, and were used by Rs Was | 
but an inchoate defence impliedly given by the statute 55 & 56 Vict. c. 13, | him in the way of his business. On the 7th of October, 1892, a recei 2 work 
which will or will not be perfected, according to the view taken by the | order in bankruptcy was made against the debtor on a petition which 4 would 





Bei 





The 4th section of the Act of 1892 expressly enables an under- | The trustee in bankruptcy ~— for an order that the goods should be unde 
lessee to apply by way of relief in the lessor’s action (if any) or otherwise | delivered to him. Vaughan Williams, J., held that the sale to Burgess and 9 
n an action to be brourht by himself. It does not, it is true, prescribe | was a bond fide transaction, but that the receipt given by the sheriff was an thoug 


ow, or in what form, that application is to be made, but it is clear that if ; ‘‘ assurance,’”’ and therefore a bill of sale within the Bills of Sale Act, and 





sting 


1881, 
nder 
> the 
tion 
it ia 
lt to 
1 be 
as a 
. the 
end- 
ht to 
opli- 
xd. to 
sub. 
him- 


ainst 
re is 


lliam 


er § 





july 1, 1893. 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 


(Vol. 37.) 6a3_ 





—— 





that it was, therefore, void as against the trustee for want of registration, 
and the learned judge accordingly made an order for the delivery of the 
to the trustee in bankruptcy. Burgess appealed. 

Tur Court (Lord Esuex, M.R., and Bowgn and Kay, L.JJ.) dis- 
missed the appeal. 

Lord Esuer, M.R., said that the question must be determined on the 

icular facts of the case. If the eale was made by the sheriff to 
nem on the terms that he would not sell otherwise than by a document 
to be given at the time of payment, which document should shew the 
obligations of the sheriff and the terms upon which he was selling, then 
that document became part of the transaction and embodied all the terms 
of the sale. If the document was a mere receipt, given after the sale was 
complete, it was not a bill of sale. In the present case the intention of 
the sheriff, made known to the purchaser, was that he would only sell by 
means of the document, which should contain the terms of the sale. A 
great deal, therefore, depended on the document itself, and, in his opinion, 
it strongly supported the finding of the learned judge that the sheriff 
would not sell by a verbal agreement, but only through the document. 
No doubt the document began with a receipt, but then the expression 
“hereby sold’’ was used, and those words were strong evidence of the 
truth of the learned judge’s finding. Then came ‘‘as far as he lawfully 
can or may without any warranty of title, and with the consent of the 
above-named defendant, and under an order of Master Wilberforce.” That 
shewed that the sheriff intended to introduce special terms into the sale, 
which were embodied in the document. The document, therefore, con- 
stituted the sale, and there had been no sale before the document was 
drawn up. If the sale took place by means of the document, it was clear 
upon the authorities that the document was a bill of sale, and required 
registration. The appeal would, therefore, be dismissed. 

Bowen and Kay, L.JJ., concurred. Appeal dismissed.— Counsen, Muir 
Mackenzie ; Herbert Reed, Q.C., and Wootton. Soxscrrors, A. Syrett ; Frank 
H. James. 

[Reported by F. O. Rosinsoy, Barrister-at-Law. } 





Solicitors’ Cases. 
Re STUART, Lx parte CATHCART—C. A. No. 1, 26th June. 
Soticrrorn—Costs — AGrerement— ‘‘ Farr anp REASONABLE ’’ — SoLicttors 


Act, 1870 (33 & 34 Vicr. c. 28), ss. 4, 8, 9. 


Appeal from the Divisional Court (Wills and Charles, JJ.), affirming an 
order of Mathew, J., in chambers, setting aside an agreement between a 
solicitor and his client as to costs (see ante, p. 527). Certain costs having 
been incurred in lunacy proceedings instituted against Mrs. Cathcart by 
her husband, in which he failed, the court had made an order that two- 
thirds of the husband’s’costs should be paid out of « fund in which Mra. 
Cathcart was interested. Before the husband’s bill of costs was delivered 
Mrs. Cathcart insisted on an agreement being made by Mr. Stuart, her 
solicitor, in these terms :—‘‘ Cathcart v. Catheart.—Dear Sir, I agree to 
pay you five per cent. on all costs taxed off Messrs. Crawley & Arnold’s 
bill m the above action.—Many Carucart. I agree to the above.—R. A. 
Srvart.’”’ The bill when delivered amounted to about £5,000, and the 
solicitor attended at the taxation, and £1,980 was taxed off. Part of the 
costs charged in the bill consisted of refresher fees of 50 guineas and less 
per day for fourteen days paid to the husband’s counsel, and these were 
taxed down to the maximum allowed by the rules, namely, 10 guineas 
and less per day. It was stated that 1,260 guineas was taxed off the bill 
in respect of refresher fees. The master, upon an application by the 
solicitor under section 4 of the Solicitors Act, 1870, allowed tae ee 
ment as fair and reasonable. [It appeared that the master had no juris- 
diction to do this, as the agreement did not relate to business done in an 
“action at law or suit in equity.’””] Mrs. Cathcart thereupon took outa 
summons under sections 8 and 9 of the Act to have the agreement set 
aside, and the Divisional Court, affirming the order of Mathew, J., in 
a set it aside as not being fair and reasonable. The solicitor 
appealed. 

%, ue Court (Lord Esner, M.R., and Bowen and Kay, L.JJ.) dismissed 
© appeal. 

Lord Esuex, M.R., said that the question whether the application 
should have been by motion in court was not material, as the matter had 
been to the Divisional Court, and might now be treated as if it had come 
before that court on motion. Whether the agreement was void as against 
public policy on the ground that it savoured of champerty, or whether it 
was void on the ground that the solicitor had not fully explained the 
effect of it to his client, was not material to consider. If void upon 
either of those grounds, it would be void at common law apart from the 
statute. But assuming it was not void upon those grounds, ought it to be 
set aside under sections 8 and 9 of the Solicitors Act, 1870, as not being 
“fair and reasonable.’’ It must be taken that the client understood the 
effect of the agreement and had it fully explained to her, and entered 
into it with her eyes open. Under those circumstances no one could sa 
that it was not “fair.” No one could say that it was unfairly obtained. 
Was it not reasonable in its terms? If the terms were such that, for the 
work done, the remuneration was unreasonable in amount, the court 
would say the agreement was not reasonable, and would tet it aside. 
There might arise this difficulty, which however did not ariee in this case. 
Supposing the court had already under section 4 pronounced it to be fair 

reasonable, what would be the position of the court when asked to act 
under sections 8 and 9? In his opinion the jurisdiction under eections 8 


and 9 would bo as full as if no application had been made under section 4, 
though the court would in such circumstances only act under sections 8 ' have no such power. The 


and 9 in an extreme case. In this case the master had stated that twen' 
guineas would be the ordinary remuneration for the work the solicitor 
done here, and therefore it was impossible to say that the agreement, 
under — he would receive nearly £100, hous forced upon him, was 
reasonable. 

Bowen and Kay, L.JJ., concurred. CounsgL, Winch, Q.C., and Stephen 
Lynch ; Bigham, Q.C., and Cluer. Soxicrrors, R. A. Stuart ; A. EB. Fenton. 


{Reported by W. F. Barry, Barrister-at-Law.] 








LEGAL NEWS. 
OBITUARY. 


We regret to record the death of Mr. Tuomas Brerr, barrister, on the 
23rd ult., from inflammation of the lungs. He was the son of the Rev. 
Wills Hill Brett, and was educated at Trinity College, Dublin, and the 
London University, and was called to the bar in 1869, having previously 
gained an exhibition in real property and equity, and a cate of 
honour. He was joint author of “‘Olerke and Brett’s Conveyancing 
Acts,’’ and author of the useful ‘‘ Leading Cases in Modern Equity ”’ and 
** Commentaries on the Present Laws of England.” He was formerly 
lecturer on equity to the Incorporated Law Society. 


APPOINTMENTS. 


His Honour Judge Bgresrorp, county court judge of the Mid-Wales 
Circuit, has been transferred to the Somerset and Devon Circuit, in suc- 
cession to Judge Paterson, who has been transferred to the Essex Circuit. 

Mr. Samvuzt Henry Srronc, Chief Justice of the Supreme Court of 
the Dominion of Canada, Mr. Joun Mappen, Chief Justice of the 
Supreme Court of the Colony of Victoria, and Mr. Henry Duras, late 

me Judge of the Island of Ceylon, have received the honour of 
Knighthood. 

Mr. Freperick J. Bevis, solicitor (of the firm of Livesay, Woolley, & 
Bevis), of Brighton, has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. 

Mr. Henry Govupy, Professor of Civil Law in the University of Edin- 
burgh, has been appointed Regius Professor of Civil Law in the University 
of Oxford, in the room of the t Hon. James Bryce, M.P. 

Mr. Samve, Wueeter has been appointed an Additional Official Re- 
ceiver for Companies’ Liquidation. 

Mr. Gzorce Srapytton Bamnezs, barrister, has been appointed an 
Official Receiver in Bankruptcy. Mr. Barnes was called to the bar in 
January, 1883. 

Lord Herscugit has been appointed Chancellor of the University of 
London, in succession to the late Earl of Derby. 

Mr. Bowzen Rowzanps, Q.C., M.P., has been appointed Recorder of 
Swansea. 

Mr. Ricnarp Burpvon Hatpansz, Q.C., M.P., has been elected a Bencher 
of the Honourable Society of Lincoln’s-inn, in succession to the late Judge 
Eddis. 





CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIPS. 
Disso.vTi0n. 


Joun Leonarp Prppocxs and Joun Anprew Buxr, solicitors, Ross 
(Piddocke & Burt). June 17. [ Gazette, June 27. 





INFORMATION WANTED. 
James Kinny, Deceased.—Should any solicitor have the custody of a 


will of James Kirby, late of Oakland, W Southampton, Esquire, 
deceased, he is requested to communicate at once with Messrs. Walter A. 
Lomer & Son, Solicitors, 18, Portland-street, Southampton. 

GENERAL, 


It is stated that Mr. Justice Hawkins will re Mr. Justice Wright 
on the Midland Circuit at the ensuing assizes, will go to Warwick and 
Birmingham in place of that judge, who will remain in town during the 
circuits. 

It is announced that, ‘in uence of his inability to entertain he* 
Majesty’s Counsel at dinner recently on the occasion of the Queen's birth- 
day by reason of being engaged in Paris on public business, Sir Charles 
Russell has forwarded a of 100 guineas towards the funds of the 
Barristers’ Benevolent Association.’’ 


on the unders that one or two minor points should be reserved for 
consideration until Solicitor- s opinion could be ascertained 
upon them. Some’ was also made with the Administration of 
Estates mpeg . The committee then adjourned until the 


llth of 
In the Queen’s Bench Division on the 22nd ult., says the Zimes, before 





Day and Collins, JJ., an elderly man applied for e mandamus to compel 
a member of Parliament to t a petition. Mr. Justice Day: 
poh — ery Tt is a new point. I have before 
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me a note by Mr. Justice Collins to the case of Ashby v. White in Smith’s 
Cases. The note says: ‘‘ No wrong exists without its remedy.’’ 
Mr. Justice Day : I quite agree; but we have no jurisdiction. 


At a numerously attended meeting of magistrates held at Kendal on the 
28th ult. Mr. Crackanthorpe, Q.C., was, on the motion of Lord Brougham 
and Vaux, elected chairman of the Westmoreland Quarter Sessions. Mr. 
Crackanthorpe was not able to be present at the meeting owing to his 
professional engagements in London, but a letter was read from him, in 
which he mentioned that, had he had longer notice, he could have made 
arrangements to do so, as the sessions last only a single day, while in all 
the other quarters of the year they occur during the legal vacations. It 
follows, of course, that the appointment will in no way interfere with Mr. 
Crackanthorpe’s professional practice in Lincoln’s-inn. 


Tenders for £1,500,000 Manchester Corporation 1891 Redeemable Stock 
were opened on Tuesday at the Bank of England. The applications 
amounted to £2,552,500, at prices varying from £101 to £98 (the mini- 
mum). Tenders at £99 7s. 6d. will receive about 44 per cent. of the 
amount applied for, those above that price being allotted in full. The 
average price obtained for the stock is £99 11s. 6d. 


Merroroutan Consotipatep Srock.—The London County Council 
announce that they will be prepared to receive on Tuesday, the 4th inst., 
tenders for £1,500,000 Two and a Half per Cent. Consolidated Stock. The 
stock is redeemable in 1949, or after 1920 (with oue year’s notice), at par. 
The minimum price of issue is fixed at 89 per cent. A full quarter's 
dividend is payable on the new stock on the Ist of September. 





COURT PAPERS. 
SUPREME COUKT OF JUDICATURE. 


Rota or Reoistnans 1s ATTENDANCE ON 


APPEAL Count Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
No. 2. Curry. Nostra. 
.3 Mr. Godfrey Mr. Farmer Mr. Lavie 
4 Leach Rolt Carrington 
5 Godfrey Farmer Lavie 
.6 Leach Rolt Carrington 
+ Godfrey Farmer Lavie 
.8 Leach Rolt Carrington 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
STreuixe. KexEwIicn. Romer 
3 Mr. Pugh Mr. Pemberton Mr. Clowes 
{ Beal Ward Jackson 
5 Pugh Pemberton Clowes 
.6 Beal Ward Jackson 
7 Pugh Pemberten Clowes 
5 Beal Ward Jackson 





BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 
BIRTHS. 

Heaxe.—June 24, at Newport, Salop, the wife of Richard Nock Heane, solicitor, of a 
daughter. 

Latnam.—June 23, at Leamington, the wife of Thomas Latham, barrister-at-law, of a 
daughter. ‘ 

Luiorp.—June 23, at Exe-Lynn, Surbiton, the wife of Trevor Fitzroy Lloyd, barrister-at- 
law, of a daughter. 

Srezpmay.—June 20, at Selkirk, N.B., the wife of J. Strathearn Steedman, solicitor, of a 


son. 
Warp.—June 26, at 32, Jesmond-road, Newcastle-on-Tyne, the wife of Septimus G. Ward, 
solicitor, of a daughter. 
MARRIAGE. 


Cunynouame—-Prescorr.—June 21, at St. Mary Abbots, Kensington, Henry H. 8. 
Cunyng! e, barrister, of Hurlingham Lodge, Fulham, to Emily Harriette, eldest 
daughter of the late Colonel Arthur Prescott, 2nd Bengal Cavalry. 

DEATHS. 

Newmax.—June 19, at Barnsley, the result of injury while crossing the railway, Edward 
Newman, solicitor, aged 24. 

Rovure...—Suddenly, in London, John Stuart Roupell, LL.D., D.L., barrister-at-law, of 
Bri ds, Richmond Hill, third son of the late Thomas Boone Roupell, Master in 
Chancery, aged 87. 


Wagnixo To txrexpixe House Puncnasens & Lessexs.—Before purchasing or renting 
@ house have the Sanitary arrangements age examined by an expert from The 
1e 


ancy Baginening & Ventilation Co., 65, next the Meteorological Office, Victoria-st., 
Wi (Estab. 1875), who also undertake the Ventilation of Cffices, &c.—[Apvr. | 


WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Fuipay, June 23. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Limirep 1x Cuaxcerr. 

Aszrtawe Ixpvsrhia, Co-orggzative Society, Limirep—Creditors are required, on or 
before July 19, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or 
claims, to James White, 39, Kingsdown parade, Bristol 

Avtiasce Stock Excuanor, Limrren—Creditors are required, on or before July 31, to send 

heir names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Walton 
FitzJames Turner, 20, Gt Winchester st 

“ Castixcats” Steamsnie Co, Lanrrep—Creditors are required, on or before Aug 1, to 

their names f , and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Alexander 

Scott, Annan, Dumfrics. Forshaw & Hawkins, Liverpool, solors for liquidator 
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Great Harwoon Park Roap Corroy Mayvuracturine Co, Lim1rep—Creditors are 
required, on or before a 31, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of 
their debts or claims, to Thomas Waterworth, 68, Victoria st, Blackburn 


INTERNATIONAL Express, Lisirep—Petn for winding, presented June 22, directed to be © 


heard on July 8. Whites & Co, Budge row, Cannon st, agents for Press & Inskip, 
Bristol, solors for petners. Notice of appearing must reach the abovenamed not later 
than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of July 7 


FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 
Beprorp Farexpry Sick ano Buriat Society, Liverpool. June 21 
Carew Castie Lovee or Tave Ivortres, Carew Inn, Carew, Pembroke. June 21 y 
New Crry or Loxypox Enxrotiep Friexoty Beverit Society, Pitt’s Head, Old Bailey, 
June 21 h 
New Usirep Brorueacty Faienpty Sociery, White Swan, Blackheath rd, Greenwich, 
June 21 
Tensury Fraiznviy Society, Tenbury, Worcester. June 21 


London Gazette.—Tusrspay, June 27. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
LoutTep in CHANCERY 
Arcas Pratinc Co, Limrren—Petn for winding up, presented June 23, directed to be 
heard on July 8. Fielder, 3 and 4, Lincoln’s inn fields, solor for petner. Notice of appear- 
ing must reach the abovenamed not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of July 7 
Evecrric Construction Corvoration, Laurrzp—Petn for winding up, presented June 26, 
directed to be heard on Saturday, July 8. Linklater & Co, 2, Bond ct, Walbrook. 
Notice of appearing must reach the abovenamed not later than 6 o'clock in the after- 
noon of July 7 e Be 
Execrricay Supeiies aAnp Firrines Co, Liurrep—By an order made by Vaughan Williams, 
J, dated June 15, it was ordered that the voluntary winding up of the company be con- 
tinued, and that Frederick Theodor Eggers, 122, Charing Cross rd, and Joseph Appleton, 
92, Queen Victoria st, be appointed joint liquidators. Abrahams & Co, Old Jewry, 
solors for petners 
‘Gienrincas” Sreamsute Co, Limrrep—Creditors are required, on or before Aug 1, t3 
send their names and addresses, with full particulars of their debts or claims, to William 
Charlton Forster, 9, Granger st West, Newcastle on Tyne 

Kine Srreer Rorery Co, Liurep—Creditors are required, on or before Aug 12, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Roscoe 
Wrigley, 9, Clegg st, Oldham. Mellor, Oidham, solor for liquidator 

National Mercantite Investment Co, Limrrep—Petn for winding up, presented June 
19, directed to be heard on July 8. Arthur Pyke, 56, Lincoln’s inn fields, solor for 
petner. Notice of appearing must reach the abovenamed not later than 6 o’clock in the 
afternoon of July 3 

Norra Mexican Mitirne axyp Mixixe Co, Lunren—Petn for winding up, presented June 
24, directed to be heard on Saturday, July 8. Grundy & Co, New ct, Carey st, agents for 
Grundy & Co, Manchester, solors for petners. Notice of appearing must reach the 
abovenamed not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of July 7 , 

Piccapitty Cigar Co, Liurrep—Petn for winding up, presented June 20, directed to be 
heard before Vaughan Williams, J, on July 8. Watson & Watson, 101, Leadenhall st, 
solors for petners. Notice of appearing must reach the abovenamed not later than 6 
o’clock in the afternoon of July 7 


Uxiioutrep in CHancery. 

East Botpen Freenorv Lano Socrery—Petn for winding up, presented June 22, 
directed to be heard on Saturday, July 8. Stokes & Co, 21, Gt St Helen’s, agents for 
Criddle, Newcastle on Tyne, solors for petners. Notice of appearing must reach the 
abovenamed not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of July 7 


CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
Last Day or Crarm. 
London Gazette.—Fuivay, June 16. 
Cuankson, Ropert Peet, Scarborough, Merchant. July 15. Clarkson v Frank, Kekewich, 
J. Whitehead, Pickering 
Mappockx, George, Withington, Lancaster, Farmer. July 15 Roberts v Maddock, 
Registrar, Manchester. Craven, Manchester 
Ports, Janet, Newcastle on Tyne. July 8. Whillis v Beattie, Registrar, Durham. 
Forster, Newcastle on Tyne 
Pucue, Ruinattt Navattaw ap Joays Puaue, and Tariesin Wittiam Owen Puong, 
Liverpool, Surgeons. July 14. Williams v Pughe, Registrar, Liverpool. Bi 
Liverpool : 
Russev_, Henry Stuart, Ottery St Mary, Devon, Esq. Oct 23. Russell v Oakes, Chitty, 
J. Alexander, Ely pl, Holborn ; 
Voxiys, ALrrep, St Martin’s lane, Charing Cross, Jeweller. July 12. Horne vy Vokins, 
Chitty, J. Holmes, Threadneedle st 
London Gazette.—Tuxrspay, June 20. 
Suaticaoss, Jouy, Liverpool, Merchant. July 18. Shallcross v Shallcross, Registrar, 
Manchester. Madge, Liverpool 
London Gazette.—Tuespvay, June 27. 
Kestiy, Ricuarp Ceci, Pemberton road, Upper Holloway. Aug 31. Wheeler v Kestin, 
North, J. Sismey, Serjeant’s inn, Fleet st ; 
Scott v Scott, Chitty, J. Salmon, 


Scorr, Joun, Felsham, Suffolk, Farmer. July 27. 
Bury St Edmunds 

Youna, Joun Epvwix, Bassaleg, Monmouth, Wood Agent, and also Hargrerre Youné, 

July 24 Young v Seys, Chitty, J. Morris, Penarth 


UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Day or Cram. 
London Gazette.—Fripay, June 16. 


Best, Wittiam, Devonshire rd, Forest Hill, Stockbroke: 
Basi 


inghall st 
Bickerstarrg, Roser, South Shore, Blackpool, Gent Aug i Read, Blackpool 


Bocxinc, Gronce Ricnanp, Temple Mills Farm, West Ham, General Dealer July 3t 
Hillearys, Fenchurch bldgs 
Brars, Wiit1aM Francis, Luddesdown, Kent, Farmer July 31 Alleyne & Co, Tonbridge 


Burcox, Carotixe, Urmston, Lancs July 22 Dixon & J.innell, Manchester 
Carrer, Wit.14m, Pimlico rd, Tripe Dresser July 14 ‘Taylor, Essex st, Strand 
Coa.es, Mary, Champion ter, Grove lane, Camberwell June 21 J H Triler, 11, Cham- 
pion ter, Camberwell 
Cowarp, Curistorner Tuomas, Burdett rd, Limehouse, Surgeon 
Leadenhall st 
CuossrieLp, Exries, Toxteth Park, ur Liverpool July 8 Fisher & Co, Liverpool 
Ds Carte, Witu14m, Norwich, Commercial Traveller July 19 English, Norwich 
Ganrett, Newson, Aldeburgh, Suffolk, Esq July 31 Parker & Co, Cornhill 
Gorton, Susay, Cheltenham July 12 Billings, Cheltenham 


Garsnaw, Saran Any, Cheetham, Manchester July 12 Rylance & Son, Manchester 


July 16 Rundle & Hobrow, 
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Hasver. eaares Speneoers, Bodmin, Cornwall July 31 Meynell & Pemberton, 


a ANN, Bath July 31 Stone & Co, Bath 
Jesxivs, Jane Catuenrtne, Westmancote, Glos August 31 


Burton & Willoughbys, 
Davent 
Matirson, Wittiam Arrave, Ilkley, Yorks, Cloth Merchant July 21 Nelson & Co, 
Leeds 


ee 

Maxsinc, Georce Hexry, Combemartin, Devon, Physician July 1 Bzown, Barnstaple 

Marsnatt, Rosert, Hessle, Yorks, Gent July 31 Colbeck & Thompson, Hull 

McCaerny, Grirritu, Fitzroy, Victoria, Gent Jaly 20 Wadeson & Malleson, Austin- 
friars 


Moore, Samvet, Bere Regis, Dorset, retired Farmer June 30 Budge & Slade, Wareham 
Morcanti, Frepericx, Brighton, Surgeon Dentist July 31 Stevens & Co, Brighton 
Nicnoits, Isarau, Blakenall, nr Walsall, Licensed Victualler July13 Baker, Bloxwich 


Norron, ames Meap, Frederick st, Stratford, Builder July 31 Hillearys, Fenchurch 
buildings 
Pace, Isaac, Alfington, Ottery St Mary, Devon, Farmer August7 Every, Honiton 


Parry, Davin, Leeds, Gent September 30 Dunning & Co, Leeds 

PaevsLe, Frepericx, Waldershare, Kent, Farmer June 30 E W & V Knocker, Dover 

Paiss, Sanan, Runcorn, co Chester July29 Burton, Runcorn 

Ravenxor, NaTHaniEt Granam, Witney, Oxon, Solicitor July1 Ravenors, Witney 

Rica, Sioney Witi1am, Haywards Heath, Sussex, Fellow of Institute of Chemistry July 

81 Fairbrother, Leadenhall st 

Rosrxson, Ex fe ome Lostock Gralam, nr Northwich, co Chester Augi1 Gibson & Co, 
New Chee, Tyne 

Suaw, Renan As, Colne, Lancs, Esq Augi2 Hartley, Colne 


Suernerp, Tuomas, } eonane Combe pk, Weston, nr Bath, Accountant 
Simmons & Co, B: 
Sucock, Saran, 8t Stephen" srd, Norwich July 19 English, Norwich 


Srespinc, Tuomas, Croydon, Surrey, Gent Augi F W & H Hilbery, Gt St Helens 
Tartrox, Tuomas Josern, Lillington st, Pimlico, Gent July 15 Pownall & Co, Staple 
inn 


Aug 12 


Witsox, Jane, Urmston, Lancs July 22 Dixon & Linnell, Manchester 
Yzowart, E.vey, Shakespeare st, Manchester July 22 Barber, Ashton under Lyne 


London Gazette.—Turspay, June 20. 
Bax.ow, Roserr Hixano, M A, Stratford upon Avon, Clerk July 26 New, Evesham 
Barratt, Axx, Ledsham, Yorks July 29 Wilson, Castleford 
Dare, Roserr Norris, Liverpool, Underwriter August 1 Morecroft & Co, Liverpool 
Fisuzx, Henny Dixon, Eaton Ford, Beds, Gent August1 Andrew & Trotter, Lincoln 
Gome, James Wi111aM, Old Brentford, Licensed Victualler July 31 Woodbridge & Sons, 

Sergeant’s Inn 

Hazarp, Joun Bevay, Bishopston, Glos, Brewer’s Manager June 30 Clifton & Co, 
Hays, Epwarp Jouy, Plaistow, Essex, Shipping Clerk July 27 C & E Woodroffe, 


Bristol 
Great Dover st, Southwa: rk 


Honsox, Frepenicx, Broomhill, Sheffield, Carriage Proprietor August 1 Bransfield & 
Hodgkinson, Penistone 


Howanp, Roperr Georce Frepenicx, Temple Bruer, Lincs, Farmer July 21 Ward, 


Lincoln 
Howanrrn, Epuunp, Heywood, Lancs, Farmer July 30 P & J Watson, Bury 


pevenes, Azure Exizasetu, Caton rd, Sydenham July 31 Hechin & Co, Lincoln’s inn 
e1as 


Joxes, Evwarp, Moseley, Wores July23 Lane & Clutterbuck, Birmingham 
Kexworrny, Bexsamin Mector, Ashton under Lyne, Esq July 29 Chas Lord, Man- 


chester 

Lever, Henry, Little Lever, Lancs July 31 Horrocks, Radcliffe and Bolton 
Inoyp, Hannan, Foleshill, co Warwick July 23 Lane & Clutterbuck, Birmingham 
Mites, Emma, Leyton, Essex July 23 Lane & Clutterbuck, Birmingham 


Moone, Hexry, Romford rd, Gent July 31 Warner & Hetley, Raymond bldgs, Gray’s 
Inn 


Parrexvey, Jouy, Brighton, Licensed Victualler July 22 Verrall, Worthing 
PrarsaLy, Avy, Nechells, Birmingham July 29 Reece & Co, Birmingham 


PEARSALL, Tuomas, Nechells, Birmingham, Brassfounder July 29 Reece & Co, Bir- 
mingham 


Perkins, WitttAM SAMUEL, Uppingham, Rutland, Tailor July 24 Fowler, Uppingham 


Porruan, Frrzuarpixe BerkeLrey, Orchard Portman, Somerset, Clerk in Holy Orders 
July 19 Wood & Awdry, Chippenham 


Reyxea, Josern Buckiey, Ashton under Lyne, Cotton Manufacturer July 29 Lord, 
Manchester 


Roparrson, IsaBELLA SALKELD, North Shields Aug2 Dickinson & Co, North Shields, 
Newcastle on Tyne 


Rupp, Leoxarp, Church rd. Upper Norwood, Doctor of Medicine July 17 H P Spottis- 
woode, 82, Cri aven st, W.( rp : 


Re poranasn, Many Euizapy rH, Lucerne, Switzerland July 21 Poulter, Lincoln’s inn 
elds 


Saxvers, Ssnan Dyer, New North st, Red Lion sq, Holborn July 20 Foord, Philpot lane 
Tuouas, Rovert, Talwrn, Bangor, Farmer Augl Hughes, Wrexham 

Tuourson, CuLvens Henry, Winster, nr Derby Aug 17 Guy, York 

Tvroy, a Douglas, Isle of Man, Advocate Aug 1 Pennington & Higson, 


Live 
Ww nee, ree James, Birmingham, Cycle Manufacturer July 10 Brooks, Bir- 
In, am 

Wa.ier, Georce Avo.pnus, High st, Peckham July 17 Benjamin, Telegraph st 
Witkissoy, Roverr, Caton, Lancs, Innkeeper July 5 Sharp & Son, Lancaster 
Wats si, Sie At prey, Regent’s park rd, Knt July 31 Skewes-Cox & Co, Lancaster pl, 
Ww aoe Gronce, Fleet st, Esq July 20 HJ &T Child, Paul’s Bakehouse crt, Doctor’s 

Commons 

London Gasette.—Fripay, June 23. 

eee. Josuva, Willesden, Bradford, Yeoman Sept 18 Hutchinson & Sons, Brad- 


Beax, Cuantorre Frances, Kingston upon Hull July 31 Boden & McBride, Hull 
Biackman, James, Canterbury, Gent Sept 1 Whichcord, Canterbury 


Bowrapartx, Wittiam, Glaeson, Bowness on Solway, Cumbrid, Yeoman 
mell & Burnett, Carlisle 68 4 


Browx, Gronax, Gt Eccleston, Lancs, Farmer Aug 17 W & J Cooper, Preston 
Cantwricut, Cuar.es, Hitchin, Herts, Baker July 29  Veasey, Baldock 


Chane, Tuow AS CilAnLes, New Beckenham, Kent, Gent July 31 Saunders & Co, Cole- 
nm st 


Aug 10 Cart- 





Crasrres, James, Rochdale, Flock Merchant July28 Standring & Co, Rochdale 
Craix, Lacxrorp, Houghton, Hunts, Butcher July15 Hunnybun & Sons, Huntingdon 
Crawrorp, CarLeTon Moroas, Brighton, Esq Aug i Upperton & Bacon, Brighton 
Davies, Daxret, Newport, Mon, Innkeeper July 28 Gardner & Herbert, Newport, Mon 
Surry, Beueae Tuenesa, Dover st, Piccadilly, Hotel Proprietor July 28 Bridger, 


ee, ial Solihull, co Warwick, Gent Aug 12 King & Lndlow, Solihull 
Fintan, Epwix Arrep, Blackpool, Scenic Artist Augi Read, Blackpool 

Hapuey, Ouiver. Augi2 King & Ladlow, Solihull 

Heme, Captain Burcuat, Warminster, Wilts Atonce Few & Co, Surrey st, Strand 
Hixcuuirve, Joux, Withington, nr Manchester, Gent Augil Farrar & Co, Manchester 
Tox, mae Shap, Westmrid, Provision Merchant July 31 W B & C N Arnison, 


Jonzs, Georcx, Oswestry, retired Fishmonger September 16 Bull & Sons, Oswestry 

Jones, Tuomas, Edgehill, Liverpool, Gent August8 Mackay & Cornish, Liverpool 

Jonzs, Waicut, Radcliffe, Lancs, Gent July 5 Pickstone, Radcliffe Bridge 

Maxx, Georce Reep, Sherwood st, Working Jeweller July 19 Furber, Gray's inn square 

McKriyyeu1, hag ry Sistova rd, Balham, retired Licensed Victualler July 5 Griffith & 
Gardiner, Old Serjeant’s inn 

Maynick, Eowis, Boyne =, nr Ee ieiieend, Berks, Clerk in Holy Orders August 1 
Bell & Co, Lincoln’s 

Mowk, MAnoanet, Grinfield t teed Liverpool August 1 Jones & Co, Liverpool 

Pirt, Sorsia, Southport July 15 Rutter & Rutter, Mere, Wincanton, and Sbaftesbury 

Priveavx, Jesse Evizasers, Brighton August Rimer, Quality court, Chancery lane 

Reneunen. J a. Merton, 8 July > Ruddle & Gurney-Winter, Southampton 


lane, 
Suaw, Tuomas, Colne, Lancs, Esq Aug 12 Hartley, Colne 
Sraxperwick, Wiii1aM THom, a, Wilts, retired Currier July 15 Rutter & Rutter, 
ere, Wincanton, bury 
TANsEY, et ee ee Lancs, Contractor in Chemical Works July 24 Thomas, 
St Hi ‘eters, 
Wesrsvey, GEORGE JosErH, eins Licensed Victualler Aug5 Jeffrey, Worcester 


Wixrexsorrom, Exizasetu, Ashton under Lyne July15 Bromley, Ashton under Lyne 


London Gazstie,—Turspay, June 27. 
Asquiru, Exizazeru, Holland pl, Sheffield July 12 Taylor & Co, Sheffield 
Arxixson, Ax, Fairfield, Manchester July 31 Wilson, Ashton under Lyne and Man- 


chester 
Arcay, Many Ayn, Sheriff Hutton, Yorks Augi0 Turner, York 
Banragart, JoxatuHan, Heapham, Lines, Farmer Aug1 Robbs & Forrest, Gainsborough 
Boore, Tuomas Laruam, Audlem, nr Nantwich, Gent July 3 Speakman & Flowerdew, 
‘rewe 
Boyp, Rosert Fexwicx, Houghton le Spring, co Durham, Mining Engineer July 24 


Griffith & Co, Ni upon Tyne 
Bramwe t, Samvet, Bolton, Slater. Augi Costeker, Darwen 


Baunpait, Taomas, Stretford, Lancs, Market Gardener July 24 Crofton & Craven, 


Cuaruin, Jessiz, Kirkdale, Sydenham July 31 Devereux, Lime st 
Coxnor, Newet, Redding, Esq Augi Dawson, New inn 


Cox, Ropert Henry, Hardingstone Vicarage, co Northampton, MA, Clerk in Holy 
. Orders A Aug 5 ” Becke & Green, Northampton 

Crawsnay, Hersent Henry, St Aubyn’s, Brighton, Esq Sept1 Carlisle & Co, New sq, 
Lincoln’s inn 


Dawsow, Ricuarpv Pupsey, Coedrath, Saundersfoot, Pembs, Esq Aug 5 Shuttleworth, 
te 1 


Deaviniz, Haxwau, Hanbury, Staffs July 24 Cooper & Co, Uttoxeter 
Drake, Cuares, Rosebery avenue, Director of a Public Co July 24 Fraser & Christian 


Earpuey, Gaonce, Wolstanton, Staffs, Gent July 6 Hollingshead & Moody, Tunstall 
Fonp, Joser#, Long Acres, Uttoxeter, Staffs, Farmer July 24 Cooper & Co, Uttoxeter 
Harpine, Jonny, Dursley, Glos, Gent July 20 Francillon, Dursley 

Hevworrn, Jaye, York Aug10 Turner, York 

Hiaaixs, Janes, Wakefield, Butcher Aug19 Wainwright & Co, Waketield 

Hirst, Joseru, Clayton, nr Bradford, Common Brewer Aug 1 Gordon & Co, Bradford 
Hucues, Wi1114m, Birmingham, Plumber Augi2 King & Ludlow, Birmingham 


Junxins, Rev Tomas, Treffgarne Rectory, Pembs, Clerk Aug 1 Eaton-Evans & 
Williams, Haverfordwest 


Jenwinos, Saran, Essex st, Station rd, Forest gate AugS Moojen, Leadenhall st 
Kiwpervey, Evizapets, Kenilworth, co Warwick Aug 12 King & Ladlow, Birmiaghsam 
Kyicut, Mary, Capel, Surrey Aug5 Rawlison & Butler, Horsham, Sussex 

Lasrox, Wiu11aM, Sheffield Aug 10 Turner, York 


Luaey, Georer CrowTuer, Pichosing, Ontario, Canada, Builder July 24 Leggatt & 
Co, Raymond bidgs, Gray’s inn 


oe Epwanrp Bovvenis, Bryn Asaph, nr 8t Asaph, Flints, Esg Aug 21 George, 

MacGavin, Jouy, i Goold Jewry du Roule, Paris, Doctor of Medicine August 10 
orest Hill July 381 Cooper & Bake, Portman st, Port- 

wert, Honor Oak, Forest Hill, Esq July 31 Cooper & Bake, Portman st, 

sq 

Mason, Cuagtorre, Tyneham rd, Lavender Hill July 31 Willcocks, New inn, Strand 

Me vor, Arruur, Furness Vale, co Chester, retired Farmer July 31 Johnsons, Stockport 

Monx, are ane Camberwell House, Camberwell, Gent July 29 Flint & Gardner, St 

Rort, yo "pl, Bhoparate Jersey Sept 4 Webb & Sons, Barbican chmbrs, Aldersgate 

Sarru, Eowanp, Southery, Norfolk, Farmer August8 Archer & Son, Ely 

Sr Cham, Fuemen! Strawberry Hill, Twickenham, Nurseryman August 10 Smallpiece & 

Tucken, Ronent, Ashburton, Devon, Solicitor August 1 Tucker, Ashburton 

Turron, Cuarizs Ginsox, York, Wesleyan Minister August 10 Turner, York 

Wom, Baone ante, Sideup, Kent August? Woodbridge & Sons, Serjeants’ inn and 

Wiiuams, Beyxerr, Bramshaw, or Uttoxeter, Staffs, Clerk in Holy Orders J 

Cooper & & Co, Uttoxeter sachs 


ween Ie Ricuarp fase, Austinfriars, Stockbroker August 1 Blouat & Co, 


MAansHatt, = Honor Oak 


map 
MARS@ALL, 
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BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gaszette.—Fripay, June 23, 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Batxpuiper, Wittram Arravr, Gainford, Durham, Butcher 
Stockton on Tees and Middlesborough Pet June 20 
Ord June 20 

Bisnop, Wiii1am, Nelson, Lancs, Coal Dealer Burnley 
Pet June 19 Ord June 19 

Biumnarpt, Heemany, Birmingham, Manufacturer Bir- 
mingham Pet June19 Ord June 19 

Bravisy, Joun Frepericx, Worcester, Boot Maker Wor- 
cester Pet June19 Ord June 19 


Cuartton, Frevericx Joux, Handley, Dorset, Physician 
I | Bays, Jon, Sedbergh, Yorks, Saddler July lat 11 120, 


Jorchester Pet June 21 Ord June 21 
Coates, Frevericx, Merthyr Tydfil, Innkeeper 
Tydfil Pet June 19 Ord June 19 
Conpeck, Janez, Birstall, Yorks, Piano Dealer 
Pet June 21 Ord June 21 
Covenry, Samvuet, Hove, Sussex, Draper Brighton Pet 


Merthyr 


Dewsbury 


June 20 Ord June 20 
Datnrrey, Cuantes James, Victoria st, Westminster 
Solicitor Brighton Pet April17 Ord June 16 


Deas, Evizanetu, formerly Howanp, Burnley, Milliner 
urnley Pet June 21 Ord June 21 
Fovxarp, WittrAmM Ciarence, Middlesborough, Commis- 
sion Agent Middlesborough Pet June 20 Ord 
June 20 


Faievsayn, Lovis, Kingston upon Hull, Grocer Kingston 


upon Hull Pet June 12 Ord June 12 

Prost, Witutam Henry, Birmingham, Rag Merchant 
Birmingham Pet June 20 Ord June 20 

Hastines, Davip, Retford, Notts, Travelling Draper 


Lincoln Pet June5 Ord June 19 


Hornsey, Atrrev, Egremont, Chechire, late Tailor Liver- 
pool PetJune7 Ord June 20 
Hupsox, Samvet, Wolverhampton, Drysalter Wolver- 


hampton Pet June 20 Ord June 20 


Janzs, WaLTer Viryon, and Joun Pareman Haut, Swan- 
sea, Mail Cart Manufacturers Swansea Pet June 20 
Ord June 20 


Jervery, Wit11aM, Circus rd, St John’s Wood, Watchmaker 
High Court Pet June1y Ord June 19 

Kuiven, Arruvre Georer, late Newgate st, Public 
Accountant High Court Pet May 30 Ord June 19 

Lams, James, Newcastle on Tyne, Boot Dealer Newcastle 
on Tyne Pet June Ord June 20 

Lixyett, Atrrep Tuintey, and Harry 
Birmingham, Engineers Birmingham 
Ord June 21 

Lioyp, Joserx Grimes, Wolverhampton, 
Wolverhampton Pet June3 Ord June 21 

Lioyp, Witt1as, Bridgnorth, Salop, Bootmaker Madeley 

June 21 Ord June 21 


WHEELER, 
Pet June 21 


Japanner 


Maveer, Steruryx, Leominster, Grocer Leominster Pet 
June 20 Ord June 20 
Moses, Sypyry, Banbury, Oxon, Grocer Banbury Tet 


June 20 Ord June 20 

Menxeatt, Rovert, Warwick Bridge, nr Carlisle, Dyer 
Carlisle Pet June 20 Ord June 20 

Muwx, F W, Ciement’s lane, Solicitor, High Court Ord 
J 12 


Paumer, Ricuarv Exvtivrr, Newdigate, Surrey, late Wine 
Merchant Croydon Pet Juneé Ord June 20 

Parker, Heyry Georce, Bristol, Potato Merchant 
Pet June 21 Ord June 21 

Peak, Georcx, Birmingham, Baker 
June 10 Ord June 20 

Pearcy, Harry, Dudley, Hosier Dudley 
Ord June 13 

Pivuiey, James Pina, Bristol, Fruiterer 
June 20 Ord June 20 

Price, Eovwis C. H., Upper Westbourne ter, Army Cap- 
tain High Court Pet Feb17 Ord June 21 

Ramsvex, Geoncr Henny, Halifax, Cabinet Maker Hali- 
fax Pet June 20 urd June 20 


Bristol 
Birmingham Pet 
Pet June 13 


Bristol Pet 


Roussos, Joux, Walsall, Commercial Clerk Walsall Pet 
June17 Ord June 17 
Roz, Herserr B., Stradbroke, Suffolk, Grocer Ipswich 


Pet June8 Ord June 17 
Save, Tuomas, and Lameery Burreny Sace, Bristol, Pic- 


ture Frame Manufacturers Bristol Pet June 20 Ord 
June 20 
Sanpemayn, Jacon, Liverpool, Jeweller Liverpool Pet 


June7 Ord June 19 
Bexpau., James, Cherryhinton, Cambs, Horticultural Im- 
lement Manufacturer Cambridge Pet June 21 Ord 
June 21 


Siursoy, ‘cnomas Henny, Birmingham, Baker Birming- 
ham PetJune7 Ord June 21 
Ssanery, Baxen, Malton, Yorks, Saddler Scarborough 


Pet June 19 Ord June 19 


BSrratiixe, Tuomas, Ramsgate, Grocer Canterbury Pet 
June 20 Ord June 20 
Tayior, Francis, Wakefield, late Traveller Wakefield 


Pet June 16 Ord June 16 

Tetiey, Asruvur Josuva, Snitterfield, Warwickshire, Gen- 
tleman Farmer Warwick Pet June 20 Ord June 20 

Tuomrsox, James, Whitby, Painter Stockton on Tees and 
Middlesborough Pet June 19 Ord June 19 

Torrance, Ropenrt, Barking, Essex, Farmer Chelmsford 
Pet June 6 Ord June 20 

Watxer, Tuomas, Kirkbampton, nr Carlisle, Farmer 
Carlisle Pet June 15 Ord June 20 

Wasmenes. Josern, Southampton, Builder fouthampton 


une 20 Ord June 20 
Way, Frepericx Jou», High st, Shadwell, Victualler 
Hig Pet May 17 Ord June 19 


Weusumax, Tuomas Seaty, The Mall, Hammersmith, 


Hotel Keeper High Court Pet May 31 Ord June 19 
Wiey, Rosert, Wolverham .» Greengrocer Wolver- 
hampton Pet June 21 Ord June 21 


ORDER RESCINDING RECEIVING ORDER. 
Reape, Comrros, Oakfield Worth, Crawley, Sussex, Lieu- 
tenant 
Rese June 13 


Guildford and Godalming Ree Ord April 29 


ORDER RESCINDING RECEIVING ORDER AND 
ANNULLING ADJUDICATION. 
The following amended notice is substituted for that pub- 
lished in the London Gazette of June 9 :- : 

Morpecal, Emanvet, High st, Stepney, E, late Publican 

High Court Ree Ord June 25,1892 Adjud, July 5, 
1892 Resc and Annul, May 31 
FIRST MEETINGS. 
Ate, Henry, Northampton, Boot Manufacturer July 4 | 
at 12.30 County Court bldgs, Northampton 
3aiLey, James, Swansea, Commercial Traveller June 30 | 
at12 Off Rec, 31, Alexandra rd, Swansea | 





BALuy, Steerriept, and Gerson Jozi Baus, Nantyglo, | 
Mon, Pawnbrokers July 4 at 3 Off Rec, Merthyr 
Tydfil 


Highgate, Kendal 

Bate, A, late Whitechapel rd, Licensed Victualler June 
30 at 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Bentiey, Witttam, Widnes, Lancs, Grocer July 3 at 3 
Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpoo! 

Buiacsurn, Cuaries, Leadenhall st, Consulting Engineer 
June 80 at11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Bracuer, W J, Eastleigh, Hants, Oil Merchant July 5 at 
8 Off Rec, 4, East st, Southampton 

Cazier, Wittiam, Greenwich, Printer’s Manager July 3 
at 11.30 24, Railway app, London Bridge 

Corna.t, James, Cockerham, nr Lancaster, Farm Labourer 
July 7 at 3.30 Off Rec, 14, Chapel st, Preston 

Crovucn, Josern McGrecor, Regent st, Jeweller 
11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Daintree, Jonx, Roperr Smit, and Artruur Nixon, 
Upper Thames st, Ironfounders July 4at 2.30 Bank- 
ruptey bldgs, Carey st 

Dotsy, Wittiam Prerry, Stamford, Printer July 7 at 
12.15 Law Courts, Peterborough 

Fosrer, Curisrorser, Lancaster, Beerseller 

_ Off Rec, 14, Chapel st, Preston 

Faiepuan, Louis, Kingston upon Hull, Grocer 
11 Otf Ree, Trinity house lane, Hull 

Hvueues, Tuomas, Dowlais, Glam, Carpenter 
Of Rec, Merthyr Tydfil 

Jexxine, Joun, St David’s, Pembs, Weaver July 5 at 2.30 
Temperance Hall, Pembroke Dock 

Jounson, James Freperick, and Josern Epwarpd SANvEks, 
Bexhill, Sussex, Builders July4at 12 Off Rec, 24, 
Railway app, London bridge 

Joxes, Frepericx, and James Preece, Cardiff, Builders 
July 4 at 2.30 Off Rec, 29, Queen st, Cardiff 


July 4at 


July 7 at 3 
July 3 at 
July 3 at3 


Kivucu, Arraur Grorcr, late Newgate st, Public 
Accountant July 4at2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey 
street 


Lampert, Tuomas, Burnley, Tobacconist July 6 at 2.30 
Exchange Hotel, N icholas st, Burnley 

Lamparp, Cuarvxes, Southwick st, Star st, Paddington, 
Licensed Victualler July4ati1 Bankruptcy bidgs, 
Carey st 

LarHam, Jonny, Reading, Dairyman June 30at3 Off Rec, 
95, Temple chmbrs, Temple avenue 

Meacer, Tuomas Henry, and Water James Meacen, 
( ae Cycle Agents July4at3 Off Rec, 29, Queen st, 
Cardiff 


Pa.uen, James, Swansea, Coachbuilder July3at12 Off 
Rec, 31, Alexandra rd, Swansea 
Payne, Evox, Blaenavon, Mon, Grocer June 30at% Off 


Rec, Merthyr Tydfil 

Poxcuie.u, Guerie mo, Charterhouse st, Provision Mer- 
chant July 11 at12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Poo.e, Samve. J, Gerrard’s Cross, Bucks, Farmer June 30 
at 12.30 Chequers Hotel, Uxbridge 

Paice, Witu1am James, Cirencester, Glos, Fly Proprietor 
July 4at12 Off Rec, 32, High st, Swindon 

Pryce, Saran, Dowlais, Glam, Boot Dealer July 3 at 12 
Ott Rec, Merthyr Tydfil 

Ramspey, Georce Henry, Halifax, Cabinet Maker July 5 
atil Off Kec, Townhall chmbrs, Halifax 

foperTs, Davip, Bryntirion, Llanrwst, Denbighshire, 
Butcher June 30 at 12.20 Eagles Hotel, Llanrwst 

Sanpemay, Jacos, Liverpool, Jeweller July 5at3 
Ree, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 

Sanpers, Freperick, Exeter, Fishmonger June 30 at 12 
The Castle, Exeter 

Simpson, Jenemian, Burnley, Engineer July 6 at 2 Ex- 
change Hotel, Nicholas st, Burnley 

Tai, Lurnes, late of Norwich, Accountant July 1 at 12 
Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 

Taytor, Francis, Wakefield, late Traveller 
Off Rec, Bond ter, Wakefield 

Tuomas, Epwarp, Woolwich, Writer in the Royal Arsenal 
July 5 at 11.30 24, Railway approach, London Bridge 

Tuomas, Jouy, Cilfynydd, Pontypridd, Glam, Grocer June 
30 at 12 Off Rec, Merthyr Tydfil 

Turron, Joszru, Nottingham, late Joiner June 30 at 12 
Off Rec, St Peter’s Church walk, Nottingham 

Unavix, Witiiam, Leeds, late Greengrocer June 30 at 11 
Off Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 

Warerman, Joseru, Southampton, Builder July 5 at 3.30 
Off Ree, 4, East st, Southampton 

Witviams, Davip Capiror, Aberavon, Glam, Draper 
lati2 Off Ree, 31, Alexandra rd, Swansea 

Warsox, Tuomas Honsya.i, Broad st House, Estate Agent 
July 54t12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Wiiiaus, Maveice, Chancery lane, Teacher of Chemistry 
June 30at12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


Apam, Mavcnan Mercer, Vauxhall Bridge rd High 
Court Pet May4 Ord June 20 

Barxpriper, Wituiam Arruvur, Gainford, co Durham, 
Butcher Stockton on Tees and Middlesborough Pet 
June 19 Ord June 20 

Baumer, Arcuer, Anerley, Surrey, Insurance Surveyor 
Croydon Pet June6é Ord June 20 

Beas, Josern, Hastings, Li Victualler Hastings 
Pet June7 Ord June 21 

Bisuor, Wit1u1am, Nelson, Lancs, Coal Dealer 
Pet June 19 Ord June 20 


Off 


June 30 at 11 


July 


Burnley 











Braviey, Joun Frepericx, Worcester, Bootmaker Wor- 
cester Pet June 19 Ord June 19 





Cariton, Freperick Joux, Hanley, Dorset, Physician : 
Dorchester Pet June 20 Ord June 21 oy 


Coares, Frepenrick, Merthyr Tydfil, Innkeeper Merthyr’) 


Tydfil Pet June19 Ord June 19 

Co.seck, Japez, Birsta), Yorks, Piano Dealer Dewsbury 
Pet June 21 Ord June 21 

Dean, Exizanetu, Burnley, Milliner Burnley Pet June 
21 Ord June 21 

Dorey, Witu1aM Prerry, Stamford, Printer Peterborough 
Pet June 5 Ord June 20 

Dortne, Hesry, Grays, Essex, Butcher {Rochester {Pet 
May 15 Ord June 19 

Evans, Joux, Mumbles, nr Swansea, Chemist Swanseg 
Pet May24 Ord June 17 

Everett, Henny Witiiam, Oxford st, Tobacconist High 
Court Pet May 31 Ord June 20 

Fei, James, Norwich, Butcher Norwich Pet May 9 
Ord June 19 

Fie.oinc, Cartes Epwarp, Nelson, Lancs, Potato 
Merchant Burnley Pet June17 Ord June 19 

Fotxarp, Witi1am CLarence, Middlesborough, Commis. 
sion Agent Middlesborough Pet June 19 Ord 
June 20 

Farepman, Louis, Kiagston upon Hall, Grocer Kingston 
upon Hull Pet June 12 Ord June 12 

Gant, Artaur Jouy, Brighton, Solicitor Brighton Pet 
May 31 Ord June 20 

Gairritus, Tuomas Bircu, Liverpool, Lint Manufacturer 
Stockport Pet Aprilis Ord June 19 

Haut, Joun Ausert, Derby, Silk Trimming Manufacturer 
Derby PetJune 2 Ord June 20 


James, Watrer Vervon, and Joun Pareman Hau, 
Swansea, Mail Cart Manufacturers Swansea Pet 
June 20 Ord June 20 


Jervexy, Wr11am, Circus rd, St John’s Wood, Watch- 
maker High Court Pet June 19 Ord June 20 

Jenkins, Jonny, St David’s, Pembs, Weaver Pembroke 
Dock Pet June9 Ord June 20 

Linnett, Atrrep Turripy, and Harry WuHeever, Bire 
mingham, Engineers Birmingham Pet June 21 Ord 
June 21 

Lioyp, Wit.iAMm, Bridgnorth, Salop, Boot Maker Madeley: 
Pet June 20 Ord June 21 

Lyru, Avrrep, Burslem, Statfs, Clothier Burslem Pet 
Junel4 Ord June 21 

Macuit1, Joun, Batley Carr, Yorks, Rag Merchant Dews- 
bury Pet May 16 Ord June 17 

Mauser, Srernen, Leominster, Grocer 
June 20 Ord June 20 

Muncari, Ropert, Waiwick Bridge, nr Carlisle, 
Carlisle Pet June 20 Ord June 20 

Newman, Josian, Leominster, Grocer 
June8 Ord June 20 

Parker, Hexry GeorGe, Bristol, Potato Merchant Bristol 
Pet Juoe 21 Ord June 21 


Leominster Pet 
Dyer 
Leominster Pet 


Peax, Georce, Birmingham, Baker Birmingham Pet 
June 20 Ord June 20 
Pearcey, Harry, Dudley, Hosier Dudley Pet June 13 


Ord June 13 

Prumiey, James Pium, Bristol, Fruiterer 
June 20 Ord June #0 

Powe, A, Sydenham, Kent, Traveller 
Mays Ord June 20 

Paice, Wituiam James, Cirencester, Glos, Fly Proprietor 
Swindon Pet Junel6 Ord June 19 

Ramsven, Georce Henry, Halifax, Cabinet Maker Halifax 
Pet June 20 Ord June 20 

Taytor, Francis, Wakefield, late Traveller Wakefield 
Pet June 16 Ord June 16 

Tuomrson, James, Whitby, Painter Stockton on Tees and 
Middlesborough Pet June1) Ord June 19 

Watxer, Tuomas, Kirkbampton, Carlisle, Farmer Carlisle 
Pet June 15 Ord June 20 

Warp.e, Frepericx, Grantham, Dairyman Nottingham 
Pet June5 Ord June 19 

Weusster, W M, Clock House Estate, Tottenham, Builder 
Edmonton Pet Novil7 Ord June 19 

Wuirr, Henry, Pontypridd, Glam, Butcher Pontypridd 
Pet June16é Ord June 20 


The following amended notice is substituted for that pub- 
lished in the London Gazette of June 16 :— 
Trxxurr. Ropert Rutter, Darlington, Labourer Stockton 
on Tees and Middlesborough Pet June 12 On 
June 13 
London Gazetie—Tursvay, June 27. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 

Bevayx, Davip, Liangennech, Carmarthenshire, Grocer 
Carmarthen Pet June 21 Ord June 21 

Bicos, Watrer, Oxford, Bookseller Oxford Pet June 22 
Ord June 23 

Boon, Samuve., Devonport, Basket Maker 
Pet June 24 Ord June 24 

Browne, Apa Matitpa, Exeter, Temperance Hotel Keeper 
Exeter Pet June2l Ord June 21 

Campani, Wavrer, Leeds, Costumier Leeds 
Ord June 23 

Crarence, Henry Brasxert, East Meon, Hants, Draper 
Portsmouth Pet June 22 Ord June 22 

Davies, Grorce Purceit, Nantgarw, Glam, Innkeeper 
Pontypridd Pet June 23 Ord June 23 

Dickxixson, Ansiz, Raventield, nr HKotherham, Widow 
Sheffield Pet June6 Ord June 22 

Durmay, Epenezer, St James’s st, Walthamstow, Grocer 
High Court Pet June 22 Ord June 22 

Greenwoop, Paut Avexanven, Curtain rd, Shoreditch, 
Upholsterer’s Warehouseman High Court Pet June 
22 Ord June 22 

Hares, Josern Cuartes, Montagu pl, Clerk, late Estate 
Agent High Court Pet Junel Ord June 23 

Hatt, Baryetr, Birmingham, Furniture Dealer 
mingham Pet May11 Ord June 24 

Hayes, Heyray Wiiiam, King’s Lynn, Grocer King’s 
Lynn Pet June 22 Ord June 22 

Hxpees, George Henny, Brighton, Domestic Machinery 
Dealer Brighton Pet June 12 Ord June 23 

Hes.or, Roserr Henny, Nottingham, Meat Dealer Not- 
tingham Pet June16 Ord June 20 

Hevrs, Josgzru, Blackburn, Bricksetter Blackburn Pet 
June 22 Ord June 22 


Bristol Pet 


Greenwich Pet 


East Stonehouse 


Pet June 23 


Bir- 
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Burr, Gur, Joanrn, 7 Fuse, Fish Salesman Bradford 


g el Pentyrhil _ a Glam, Grocer 

Jou diff Pet June 22 Ord June $ 

Locke, Susaxxan, Manchester, Music Dealer Manchester 
Pet June13 Ord June 23 

Lost, sue, Leamington, General Ironmonger Warwick 
Pet June 24 Ord June 24 

Mansua.t, Epwis Joun, Shepton Mallet, Somerset, Coach 
Builder Wells Pet June24 Ord June 24 

Oiprietp, Gsorer, Cobham, Kent, Licensed Victualler 
Rochester Pet June8 Ord June 22 

Pauuer, Exiza, Leicester, Paper Bag Maker Leicester 
Pet June 21 Ord June 21 

Parxer, Witi1am, Waltham Cross, Herts, Fancy Draper 
Edmonton Pet June 23 Ord June 23 

Peywary, Joun Freperick, East Stonehouse, Devon, 
Tailor East Stonehouse Pet Jane 23 Ord June 23 

Perxins, James, Leeds, Machine Grinder Leeds Pet 
June 22 ord June 22 

Seer1c, Reszcca, New rd, Whitechapel, Butcher High 
Court Pet June 23 Ord June 23 

Suanmax, Georce Samust, Lowestoft, Cooper Gt Yar- 
mouth Pet June 23 Ord June 23 

Surrn, Joun Owen, Cardiff, Baker Cardiff Pet June 23 
Ord June 23 

Srevens, WILLIAM, ao. Glam, Haulier Pontypridd 
Pet June 23 Ord June 23 

Srvrcess, Witit1aM, Groby, Leics, Farmer Leicester Pet 
June 24 Ord June 24 

Teurteman, Wiiitam, Cazenove rd, Stoke lag 
Grocer High Court Pet June 22 Ord Jun 

Taomas, Jonn Cares, Landport, Grocer Sct Pet 
June 23 Ord June 23 

Wes, Ruopes, Hereford, Brewer’s Agent Hereford Pet 
June 24 Ord June 24 

West, Witt1am, King Edward rd, Hackney, Professor of 
Music High Court Pet June23 Ord une 23 

Wicxuam, Hersert Wrxenam, Bury st, St James’s, Bar- 
rister at Law High Court ’ Pot May 4 Ord June 15 

Wixwoop, Tuomas, Worcester, Plumber Worcester Pet 
June 22 Ord June 22 

Yeatuax, Harry, Westbourne, Bournemouth, Bootmaker 
Poole Pet June 22 Ord June 22 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Bacox, Wat.iace, West End, Street, Somerset, Hawker 
July 5at 1.40 Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Corn st, Bristol 

Boron, Simeon, Yeadon, Yorks, Woollen Manufacturer 
July 4.at 11.30 Off Rec, 22, Park yh Leeds 

Browse, Apa Martitpa, Exeter, mee Hotel 
Keeper July 5 at 11 Off Rec, in 


Buu, Ricnarp, Carlisle, Grocer July 5at2 12, Lonsdale | 
at, Carlisle 


Bourpen, Srepuex, Grangetown, Cardiff, urocer July 7 at 
11 Off Rec, 23, Queen st, Cardiff 

CLARKE, Groraz, and Davin Evans Jouy, Swansea, 
—— July 5 at 12 Off Rec, 31, Alexandra rd, | 
wansea, 


Coates, Frepesicx, Merthyr Tydfil, Innkeeper July 5 at | 


3 Off Rec, Merth r Tydfil 
Dickinson, Samue., Weelsby, Grimsby, Stonemason July | 
5 at 10.30 Off Rec, 15, Osborne st, ‘Great Grimsby 
Davey, Cuartes Ricnarpson, B , Wores, Hotel 
Proprietor cae! aS Off Rec ¥ ‘orcester 
Everett, Henry Witu1am, Oxford st, Tobacconist July 7 


at 12 Bankruptcy bl , Carey st 
Gissivs, James Burt, ark-lane, Chemical Merchant 
July 5at11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 


Goepa.t, Irvine Joun, Cleeve Hill, nr Cheltenham, Farmer 
July 7 at 11 County Court bli Ch 
Groves, Faepericx Henry, Sheffield, Tailor July 5 at 3 
0 Figtree lane, Sheffield 
Hamitton, “Apaw Worcester, er July 11 at 11 
0 
apnees, ee EY Socom, Bites 
er July5at2.30 B ite + a m Carey st 
Huey, Josern, Shipley, Yorks, F Fish ieiemen 5 y 5at 
11 Off Rec, 31, Manor row, Bradford 
Hises, Tuomas, Droitwich, Tinplate Worker July 4 at 11 
Rec, Worcester 
Hvones, Davip, Briton Ferry, Glam, Labourer July 5 at 
2.30 Off Rec, 31, Alexan Ta rd, Swansea 


Jacopson, Soromon, Torrington sq, Commercial Traveller | 


July 4at 2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 


age Hewxry, Chesterfield, Builder July 7 at 1.30 | 


Hotel, Chesterfield 


agg Wi..1am, Bridgnorth, Salop, Bootmaker July 12 | 


at 12.30 County Court Office, Madeley 
Lyn, Atrrep, Burslem, Staffs, Clothier July 4 at 11.16 | 
Off , Newcastle under Lyme 


Muyo, ‘Besuee Warwick Brid nr Carlisle, Dyer 
taeda 12, 12, Lonsdale st, Carla . 











Monk, F W, Semetetam, Solicitor July5at12 Bank- 
Ovprietp, Gerona Kent, Licensed Victualler 
July 10 at 11. 0" Leicester, Paper Bag 6 
Patuer, ee, Lae Bag Maker Jaly 5 at 
12.30 Off Rec, 34, Friar eg ey 
Parxer, Henny coon. Bristol, Potato Merchant July 5 
atl ‘Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Corn st, Bristol 
Parratt, James, Surrey, “Builder July 7 at 
1130 24, nee London 
Prumusy, James Pin, Fruiterer July 5 at 1.20 
Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Corn st, Bristol 
Paice, Eowix CH, we Westbourne ter, none Captain 
July 5 at 2.30 ptey bldgs, Carey 
Race, Tox Saat Dealer hulp Dae i Off Rec, 
22, 
Save, F soem and Lampert Burrery Saxe, Bristol. 
ufacturers July 5 at 12.30 Off 
Rec, Bank chmbrs, Corn st, 
me John st, a, igre rd, Widow July 5 atl 
SENDALL, For es Cherry Rinton, Cambs, Horticultural 
Implement Manufacturer July 11 at 12 Of Hen 5, 
Petty Cury, bri: 
ones Tyomss, Ram Ramagate, Grocer July 5at10 Off 
, Castle st, Canterbury 
ea — pe y 4 Barnsley, a _ July 
Off Rec, 3, Back Regent st, Barnal 
Wane, Freperick pene Dai: Jaly 4 at 12 
Off Kec, St Peter's Church walk, 
Wuirr, Henry, Pon Glam, Bene July 5 at 12 
Off Merthyr Tydfil 
Witurams, Water Joux, Newport, Mon, Baker July 4 
at 12 Off Rec, Gloucester Bank chmbrs, Newport, 
ADJUDICATIONS. 
Bevay, Davin, hh, Carmarthenshire, Grocer 
Carmarthen Pet ~@ * ‘Ord June 21 
Bottox, Simon, Yi , Woollen Manufacturer 
June 14 ys 22 
Basket Maker East Stonehouse 
ne 24 
Bracuer, W J, Eastleigh, Hants, Oil Merchant South- 
ampton Pet May 30 Ord June 23 
Brapury, Epowarp, Birmingham, Publican Birmingham | 
B mr + ove inne T Hotel Ki 
nowne, Apa MaTILpa, , Temperance Ho’ eeper 
Exeter Pet June 21 Ord June 21 
, Costumier Leeds Pet June 23 


Cameasi, WALTER, 
une 23 


| Casey, Jouy Covurryey, peices Salterton, Devon, 
ord circus, | Cabinet Maker Exeter 


et June6 Ord June 23 

| Crarence, Henry P now lig fast Meon, Hants, Draper 
Portsmouth Pet June2i Ord June 22 

wes, ame Sussex, Draper Brighton Pet 
une 

| Crrers, Wititam, ‘Wretham, rose | Farmer Tunbridge 

Wells Pet June 17 Ord June 21 
Cromw abe Exuizasetn, Sheffield, Licensed Victualler | 
Pet May 25 Ord June 23 

~e... Gsorer Purcett, Nan , Glam, Innkeeper | 
Pontypri une 23 une 23 

Davis, Jossrn, 8; brook, Birmingham, aoe Assist- 
ant Bi Pet June 16 Ord June 22 

Duras, Esenezer, 8t J: Walthamstow, Grocer 

High Court Pet June 22 Ord June 23 

Be ~~ yacesame 


ee Perer, late Pu 
High Court Court Pet May 1 10 Ord 
Hares . eer Wii, ppee’e Lynn, jam King’s 


ynn_ Pet June 22 Ord June 22 
an Ropert Heyry, N ham, Meat Dealer Not- 
tingham Pet Junelé Ord une 23 
Heyes, Josers, a, Bricksetter Blickburn Pet 
June 22 Ord June 
Hitey, Josern, Shi > or Fish Salesman Bradford 
H ~g = Orwalrthampton, Ds Drysalter Wol 
upson, SamuEL, ver- 
ham) Pet June 20 — June 23 
JonEs, somes, — Valley, Glam, Grocer 
Cardiff Ord June 22 


Marsuaui |e Ae Shepton. Mall 
Coach Builder Wells ‘Pet June 24 Ord June 24 


Naptox, Joun 5 * Li ngings Factor 
Liverpool Pet May 17 ftahue 22 


Saxpemay, Juuian Exchange 
Court Pet Ona June $1 
Saywpers, aan ¥ Exeter Pet 


June 10 Ord June 22 
py ge BH 
= my Pet June 21 


Saaemax, Geonce Sauvet, Lowestoft, Gt Yar- 
mouth Pet June 23 Ord June 23 — 
rT coun, Cardiff, Baker Cardiff PetJune 23 


Sreve: Winans, Haulier - 
Pet June Pg 1 — 
Srurcess, Wititam, Groby, Leics, Farmer Leicester Pet 


June 24 Ord June #4 
Tzmp.emay, Wituiam, Cazenove rd, Stoke Ni 
Grocer Court Pet June 22 Ord June 22 
Tuomas, Jou Carns, Grocer Portsmouth 
June 22 Ord June 23 


Toms, Joux Avnet, BS LG West Kensington 
Court F uneS Ord June 22 
vn nigh Gustav: 


mm Josern, Southampton 
June “Ord June 23 
Warxins, Wittian, Innkeeper 
Pet June 5 June 22 
Wet.s, Ruop Hereford, Brewer's Agent Hereford 


Court et ay 3 Ord June 22 


Witt caey: Professor of 
v Music High High Gaunt Pet June 23 Ord a 
1Ley, Ropert, verhampton, ver= 
w 2 vt Sane 2 June 23 - 
ILL ALTER Jous, ope, en, Baker Newport 
Mon ’Pet Ord J 


June 16 
Wixwoop, Txomas, Worcester, =. Pender Worcester Pet 
June 22 Ord June 22 





SALES OF ENSUING WEEK. 


July 3.—Messrs B & Sons, in a Marquee on the Estate, 
Frechold Building Plots (sce we advertisement, June & 6) 
July 3.—Messrs. Kiva & Cuasemone, at the Mart, E. 

2 o'clock, Freehold Estates ( nee abvertionnent, J 


592). Fone 
Jas 6.—Messrs. Baxer & Sow 


Peockold Ballding Sudbury Station 
Plots (see adver- 


oS 
aly 6. Meme, HR 
Jul: E. & Craxrieip, at the Mart, 
a. abode, Gee wok an advertise- 








June 3, p. 8). 
July 7.—Messrs. "Bares & Sows, at the Mart, B.C. at 
Jaedic techs advertisement, June 3, p. 6). 





All letters intended tor publication in the 
“ Solicitors’ Journal” must be authenticated 
by the name of the writer. 





<—* BY AUCTION FOR THE YEAR 1898. 
DEBENHAM, TEWEOS, 





chat hee jor LAN 1GEW ATE: Ss 
eye Houses, Premises, 
Ground-Rents, Advowsons, 

a and other Properties will be held at the 

AUCTION MART, Tokenhouse-yard, near the Bank of 

England, in the City of London, as follows :— 

Tues., July 4 Tues., Aug. 1 Tues., Oct. 17 

Tose” July i Tues. Ang. 8 Tues., 

F Nor = Tues., os Tues., aad 
oe Tues., Oct. 3 : 

Auctions can also be held on other days, in town or 


ut 
| 





Patmer, Exiza, Leicester, Pa: Maker Leicester 
», ret dane 2 S Se past dis 7 for Probate and’ other purposes, of Furniture, Pictures, 
» WiLitam, m , Fancy Draper 
““kdmonton Pet June 23 Ord June 33 Farming Stock, Timber, &c. 
“Sea Sporting Uuartar Hesdences, Shope, and Basins Pre: 
‘une 22 une 
| Pare, S Asranam Josern, and Tuomas am Queen Vic- | mises to be Let or RY gefocte qostnnst eno pene ee 
eee Se Rast High Court Pet June 5 | the Ist of each month, and can be of Messrs. 
mt, ee Aston, Birmingham, Retail Brewer | Surveyors, ‘aluers, London, B.C. 
Birmingham Pet June 8 Ord June 22 phone No. 1,508. 
zs x. 183248. 


THe GRESHAM LIFE ASSURANCE SOCIETY, 


ST. MILDRED’S HOUSE, POULTRY, LONDON, E£.0O. 
WEST END BRANOH—2, WATERLOO PLACE, 8.W. 





TOTAL PAYMENTS UNDER POLICIES .. «= 


ASSETS EXCEED 
ANNUAL INCOME 


£11,000,000 
~ = 5,000,000 
Age nite 913,602 





or THERE is NOTHING DESIRABLE in LIFE ASSURANCE which the SOCIETY does net FURNISH CHEAPLY, INTELLIGIBLY, and PROFITABLE 


Indisputa 


RPolicies ble after S&S Wears. 
Annuities of all kinds granted. Rates fixed on the most favoura 


"PRGHAB'G, ACKLAND, FLA, 7.88, Actuary and Manager 





— 


By order of the Will Trustee.—To Land Buyers, Builders, 
rent Producers, Land Enterprisers, and Buyers 


of Building Land oer ‘ 

ESSRS. DOWSETT & CO. are instructed 
to SELL by AUCTION, at the MART, Tokenhouse- 
yard, City, on WEDNESDAY, JULY 19, at TWO: 

Lot 1.—Ealing-park.—4a. 3r. 25p. of Building Land, the 
most magnificently-timbered section near London. It is 
seven minutes’ walk from South Ealing and Brentford 
Stations. 

Lot 2.—Hanwell-park.—20a. 3r. 13p. of well-timbered 
Building Land, close to Hanwell Station, on the best side. 
The old mansion, with ite buildings and fruit gardens, is 
pan ae but ession may be had. This lot is regarded 
sim, as building land. It has a frontage of 551ft. to 
Cuckoo-lane. 

Lot 3.—Hanwell-park.—2ia. ir. 34p. of well-timbered 
Building Land, adjoining Lot 1. It has a frontage of 660ft. 
to Cuckoo-lane. 

Particulars, plan, and conditions of sale may be obtained 
of Messrs. Young, Jackson, & Beard, Solicitors, 12, Essex- 
street, Strand ; and of Messrs. Dowsett & Co., Auctioneers, 
3, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, London. 

CLERKENWELL, PADDINGTON, and 8T. JOHN’S 

WOOD. 
By order of the Mort .—Sound Investments in Lease- 
hold Ground-rents. 

ESSRS. WHITE, DRUCE, & BROWN 
are instructed to SELL by AUCTION, at the 
MART, on TUESDAY, the 18th of JULY. 1893, at TWO 
o’clock precisely, LEASEHOLD GROUND-RENTS, as 
follow : £36 per annum, secured upon 10 houses, Nos. 25 
and 26, Amwell-street, and Nos. 55 to 69, Great Percy-street, 
Clerkenwell; £75 per annum, secured upon 5 houses, Nos. 
38 to 42, Claremont-square, Clerkenwell; £60 per annum, 
fully secured upon the premises, Nos. 207 and 209, Edgware- 
road, No. 1, Praed-street, and Nos 1 and 2, Market-street, 
Paddington, W., held at a peppereorn; £53 14s. 6d. per 
annum, secured upon 32, 34, 38, and 46, Cochrane-road, St. 
John’s Wood, N.W., amounting together tu £224 14s. 6d. 
per annum, forming perfectly safe and really excellent in- 
vestments. Held for terms varying from 13 to 27} years 

unexpired, at exceedingly moderate head-rents. 

Particulars and conditions of sale may be obtained at the 
Mart, E.C.; of Messrs. White, Druce, & Brown, Auc- 
tioneers and Land Agents, 9, Brook-street, Hanover-square. 


ESSRS. ROBT. W. MANN & SON, 
SURVEYORS, VALUERS, 
AUCTIONEERS, HOUSE AND ESTATE AGENTS, 
Rost. W. Mawy, F.S.I., Tuomas R. Ransom, F.S8.1. 
J. Bacsuaw Mayy, F.8.1., W. H. Mann), 

2, Lower Grosvenor-place, Eaton-square, 8.W., and 
82. Lowndes-street, Belgrave-square, 8.W. 


ESSRS, H. GROGAN & CO., 101, Park- 
street, Grosvenor-square, beg to call the attention of 
intending Purchasers to the many attractive West-End 
Houses which they have for Sale. Particulars on applica- 
tion. Surveys and Valuations attended to. 


ENSINGTON.—An entire House in the 

ae pe of the High-street, jally suitable for 

rofessional occupation by a firm of Solicitors to be Let on 

on moderate terms, or the Freehold would be Sold,— 

Full particulars of Sr. Quixtix & Sons, Auctioneers and 
Surveyors, 50, Threadneedle-street, E.C. 


re be SOLD, a Bargain, an extra well- 
- built semi-detached Villa, with good garden, at the 
very low price of £600 (cost more to build). Similar house 
letting at £65 annum. —Apply to Surveyor, 2, Telford- 
avenue, Streatham-hill, 8.W. 


I EVERSIONS.—The Reversion Mortgage 
Trust Purchase or make Advances upon Reversions 
and Life Interests at 4} percent. perannum Reversions 
to Funds in Court Advanced on at 4 per cent. per annum. 
Advances on Securities of this description can be completed 
in a few days. No charge made unless business results. — 
on application to Messrs. Feitpmay, 34 

New Bridge-street, Ludgate-cirecus, London. 


UST MONEYS.—To Solicitors, Trustees, 
and others who have Trust Moneys against first- 
class Securities, such as Freeholds and Leaseholds, in this 
country ; please state amount offered and interest required, 
hether on freehold, leasehold or otherwise.—M. Lxow, 
Mortgage Broker, Broad-street-avenue, London. F.C. 
R. UTTLEY, Solicitor, continues to 
rapidly and successfully PREPARE CANDIDATES, 
orall: d 4 post, for the SOLICITORS’ and BAR 
Pp ARY, INTERMEDIATE, and FINAL, and 
LL.B. Examinations. Terms from £1 1s. per month. 
Maxy Purirs nave TAKEN Hoyovrs.—For further 
a copies of “‘ Hints on Stephen’s Commentaries” 
and “ its on Crimi: Law,” address, 17, Brazennose- 
street, Albert-square, Manchester. 


AW EXAMINATIONS.—Preparation b 
dence for Solicitors’ Intermediate, Final, 
and Honours, Intermediate Laws, LL.B. and LL.D. London, 
Bar Exams, and Inns of Court Studentships and Scholar- 
ships, by a Doctor of Laws of London University (1st in Ist 
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method is more thorough and effective then ph 
more thorough and effective t Oral - 
tion, since a complete record is made of the student's whole 
course of work, with careful revision and corrections, and 

le notes on all important points. A great saving of 


is effected, and the system is therefore invaluable to | 


who have only a few hours in the evening to devote 


— exams.—For further particulars and terms 
é 0. 100, ** Solicitors’ Journal’’ Office Chancery- 


rr | 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 


July 1, 1893. 





FURTHER ISSUE OF £1,500,000 
£2} PER CENT. 
METROPOLITAN CONSOLIDATED STOCK. 


Minimum price of Issue, £89 per cent. 


A full qua ter’s dividend is payable on the 1st of Septem- 
ber, 18938 AvTHorisep By Her Masesty’s Treasury 
under 32 & 33 Vic., cap. 102, and other Acts. 


HE LONDON COUNTY COUNCIL give 
notice that they will be prepared to receive sealed 
Tenders for the whole or any part of the above on the 4th 
of July, 1893, up to Two o'clock p.m., at the Bank of 
England; but no allotment will be made of a less amount 
than £10 Stock. 

The Stock will bear interest at the rate of £2} cent. 
per annum. Dividends paid quarterly at the nk of 
England, on the 1st of March, the Ist of June, the 1st of 
September, and the 1st of December ; but dividend warrants 
can be transmitted by post, if desired. The Coun7il reserve 
to themselves the right, at any time after the 19th of March, 
1920, to redeem the Stock at par, provided that one year’s 
notice of such redemption shall have been previovsly given 
in the “ London Gazette.’”” The Stock, if not previously 
redeemed, will be redeemed at par on the Ist of tember, 
1949. The Books of the Stock are kept at the Bank of 
England. Transfers and Stock Certificates are free of 
stamp duty. 

The Fund for paying dividends and redeeming principal 
is under the control of Her Majesty’s Treasury. 

A trustee, executor, or administrator may, unless ex- 
pressly forbidden by the instrument (if any) creating the 
trust, invest any funds in Metropolitan Consolidated Stock. 

The dates at which the money will be required are as 
follows :— 

On making the Tender £5 per cent. 

On the 12th of July, 1893, so much as will leave £60 
per cent. to be paid afterwards. 

On the 9th of August, 1893, £30 per cent. 

On the 13th of September, 1893, £30 per cent. 

On and after the 12th of July, payments in full will be 
received under discount at One and a-half per cent. per 
annum. 

Copies of the prospectus and forms of tender can be 
obtained at this cffice, and at the Chief Cashier’s Office, 
Bank of England, or at any of the branches of that Bank. 

No tender will be received unless upon the printed form. 

By Order, 
EDGAR DOGGETT, 
Assistant Comptroller of the Council. 
London County Council, Spring-gardens, 
27th of June, 1893. 


NUARDIAN FIRE AND LIFE ASSUR- 
tT ANCE COMPANY, LIMITED. 
Head Office—11, Lombard-street, London, E.C. 

Law Courts Branch—21, Fleet-street, E.C. 
Established 1821. Subscribed Capital, Two Millions. 
Cuarrman—Gerorce Lake, Esq. 
Deputy-Cnainman—J. J. Hamiiton, Esq. 

Fire Policies which expire at MIDSUMMER should be 
renewed at the Offices of the Company, or with the Agents, 
on or before the 8th day of JULY. Applications for 
Agencies invited. 

Manager of Fire Department—A. J. Rettoy. 


GENERAL LIFE AND FIRE ASSURANCE COMPANY. 
EsTaBLISHED 18387. 
Cuizr Orrice—103, CANNON STREET, LONDON, E.C. 
Capital and rves—£2,350,000. 
Sir ANDREW LUSK, Bart., Chairman. 

DOUBLE ADVANTAGE POLICIES issued securing 
TWO PAYMENTS of the amount assured. One payment 
on the attainment of a specified age, and a second payment 
at death thereafter. Advances made on Reversions, vested 
or contingent, and Life Interests, and on Personal Security 
in connection with Life Policy. = 





YHENIX FIRE OFFICE, 19, Lomparp- 
STREET, and 57, Cuaninc-cross, Lonpon. 
Established 1782. 


Lowest Current Rates. 

Liberal and Prompt Settlements. 

Assured free of all Liability. 

Electric Lighting Rules supplied. 

Z W. C. Macpowatp, 
F. B. Macponap, 


] EVERSIONARY and LIFE INTERESTS 
in LANDED or FUNDED PROPERTY or other 
Securities and Annuities PURCHASED, or Loans or 
Annuities ge by the EQUITABLE RE- 
VERSIONARY EREST SOCIETY (LIMITED), 10, 
Lancaster-place, Waterloo Bridge, Strand. Established 
1835. Capital, £500,000. Interest on Loans may be capita- 


lized. 
F. 8. CLAYTON, 
0. H. CLAYTON, 


Joint 
Secretaries. 








Joint 
es. 


THE REVERSIONARY INTEREST SOCIETY, 
LIMITED 
(EsTABLISHED 1828), 
Purchase Reversionary Interests in Real and Persona! 
Property, and Life Interests, and Lafe Policies, and 
Advance Money upon on Securities.—17, King’s Arms- 


yard, Coleman-street, E.C. 








Head Officea— 
Rare 40, Dale Street, 


LONDON & ™ 
74, King William § 


LONDOR, 
allowed to MEMBERS” 
OF THE LECAL PRO 
FESSION Sor introdues | 


tion of business 


I ; 
NSURANce comPANY 
Special Advantages to Private Insurers. 

THE IMPERIAL iysvrance companys 
tmirep, FIRE. 

Established 1803. 

1, Old Broad-street, E.C., and 22, Pall Mall, 8.W. 
Subscribed Capital, £1,200,000 ; Paid-up, £300,000. 
Total Funds £1,600,000. 

E. COZENS SMITH, 
General Manager, 
PROVIDENT LIFE OFFICE, 
FOUNDED 1806. 
50, REGENT STREET, LONDON, W. 
Crry Brancu—1l4, CORNHILL, E.C. 


FINANCIAL POSITION. 
EXISTING ASSUBANCES . 3.3 . 
INVESTED FUNDS . . ° . . 
ANNUAL INCOME ae e . 
CLAIMS & SURRENDERS PAID . « 9,604, 
BONUSES DECLARED exceed + « 3,260,008 


Claims paid on Proof of Death and Title. 
Equitable Division of Profits. Liberal Surrender-Valu 
Eni Free Limits of Foreign Residence and Travel. 
Endowment Assurances with Profits. 
Half-Credit naan * a Non-forfeitable Policies, 


te Bonuses. ; 
Special Advantages to the Naval and Military Professions, 


27,548,589 
2,734,180) 
336,237 


Further Information on Application. 
CHARLES STEVENS, Actuary & Secretary. 


THE EQUITABLE FIRE AND ACCIDENT 
OFFICE, LIMITED. 
MANCHESTER, LONDON, GLASGOW. 


a a oes £405,545. 
Awxvat Income (1891) over £140,000. 
Security To LysurED, over £460,000. 


AGENCY.—Gentlemen who can introduce SOUND 
BUSINESS invited to apply for Agency. 

SPECIAL FEATURE in Accident Dee 
PREMIUM returned EVERY FIFTH YEAR to the 
who have made no claim. 

D. R. PATERSON, Manager and Secretary. * 


( )FFICES.—Two small, furnished, to b 
Let in Chancery-lane.—Apply Arrenpant, 57 : 
58, Chancery-lane, W.C. 
FFICES.—Exceptional O 
Young Solicitor.—Lincoln’s-inn- Ro 
with 4 windows (could be divided), with small Clerk’s Room: 
on first floor, with part use of Clerks’ and Strong Room if 
required.—Apply to Housrxreper, 10, Lincoln's iam fields, 


EDE AND SON, 


ROBE Ate MAKERS, 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT 


To Her Majesty, the Lord Chancellor, the Whole of 
Judicial Bench, Corporation of London, &eo. 


CAPITAL 





ROBES FOR QUEEN’S COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS. = 


SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. j 
and Gowns for Registrars, Towm 
erks, and Clerks of the Peace. : 


Corporation Robes, University and Olergy G 
ESTABLISHED 1689, 


94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. = 


Law Wi 











